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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The US 0Oil Recovery (USOR) Superfund Site (the Site) is comprised of three separate parcels of land located on
North Richey Street in Pasadena, Harris County, Texas, in an industrial area situated north of Highway 225

(Figures 1 and 2). The Site consists of:

e Arca of Investigation 1 (AOI-1, also referred to as the USOR Property), located at 400 North Richey
Street (Figure 2); and

¢ Arca of Investigation 2 (AOI-2, also referred to as the City of Pasadena/MCC Property), located at 200
North Richey Street (Figure 2) (two separate properties).

When the Site was last operational, it was known as US Oil Recovery LP and operated as a used oil processing
and waste treatment facility (USOR LP and related entities herein referred to as “USOR LP”). The Site was
proposed to the National Priorities List (NPL) on September 16, 2011, and was placed on the National Priorities
List on September 18, 2012. An Administrative Settlement Agreement and Administrative Order on Consent
(Removal Action AOC) for a Removal Action for the Site (both AOI-1 and AOI-2) was executed by certain
Potentially Responsible Parties (PRP Group, or Respondents) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) on August 25, 2011. An AOC for the AOI-1 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was
executed by the Respondents and the EPA effective on May 14, 2015. Note that the term RI/FS as used in this

document references plans and anticipated work only at AQOI-1.

This Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) was prepared in accordance with Paragraph 27(b) of the
Statement of Work (SOW) for the AOI-1 RI/FS, included as Appendix B to the RI/FS AOC. The QAPP was
prepared by Pastor, Behling & Wheeler, LLC (PBW) and Quality Assurance Associates (QAALLC), on
behalf of the USOR PRP Group (the PRP Group or Respondents). The QAPP format and elements have been

developed in accordance with the following guidance:

1. EPA Requirements for Quality Assurance Project Plans, EPA QA/R-5 (EPA/240/B-1/003, March 2001;
Reissued May 31, 2006)

2. EPA Guidance for Quality Assurance Project Plans, EPA QA/G-5 (EPA/240/R-02/009, December
2002)

This QAPP presents the project objectives and organization, functional activities, and quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) protocols that will be used to achieve the level of data quality acceptable
for the RI/FS. This document should be used in conjunction with the RI/FS Work Plan (RVFS WP) (PBW,

2015a), which presents the initial evaluation of existing AQOI-1 data and background information and presents

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C

ED_004012_00008362-00009



Section No. 1.0
FINAL

Date: 12/23/15
Page 2 of 57

a summary of the work to be performed during the RVFS, and the RI/FS Field Sampling Plan (FSP) (PBW,

2015b), which gives specific sampling locations, equipment, and procedures to be used during the RI/FS.

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C
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2.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT
21 PROJECT ORGANIZATION

The management organization for the RIV/FS and the key personnel assigned to the project are shown on Figure
3, and the project management team members, along with identification of the key personnel assigned to the

project, are described in the following sections.

EPA Remedial Project Manager (RPM). The EPA RPM is the primary point of contact within the EPA for

the project. The EPA RPM is responsible for the overall direction of the project in accordance with the
provisions of the RI/FS AOC and the RI/FS WP, FSP, and QAPP.

USOR Project Coordinator. The USOR Project Coordinator will provide the principal point of contact and

control for matters concerning the project and field investigation implementation. In consultation with the
Respondents (the USOR PRP Group Steering Committee and USOR PRP Group Technical Committee), the
USOR Project Coordinator will:

¢ Coordinate field investigation activities and develop a detailed schedule;

e Establish project policies and procedures to meet the specific objectives of the project;

e Review the work performed on each project to help ensure its quality, responsiveness and timeliness;
and

e Represent the project team at meetings and public hearings, if necessary.

RI/FS Manager. The RIVFS Manager will direct and supervise the RI/FS work. The RI/FS Manager's

responsibilities will be to review all RI/FS project work to ensure that it meets the specific project goals, meets
technical standards, and is in accordance with the objectives and procedures discussed herein. The RI/FS
Manager is responsible for developing staffing requirements, orienting field staff concerning the project, and
developing mechanisms to review and evaluate each work product. Additionally, the RI/FS Manager will be
responsible for maintaining the official, approved QAPP, and distributing the QAPP and any subsequent QAPP

revisions, addenda, and amendments to the individuals named in the distribution list.

Site Safety Officer. The Site Safety Officer will be responsible for overall health and safety practices

associated with the field work. Specific functions and duties will include the following tasks:

e FEstablish the requirements of the project Health and Safety Plan (HASP) (PBW, 2015¢);
e Arrange or conduct audits of field activities to ensure that proper health and safety procedures are being

used; and
e Communicate with the RI/FS Manager, Field Investigation Manager, and field technical staff
US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C
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concerning project issues related to health and safety.

Human Health Risk Assessment Manager. The Human Health Risk Assessment Manager will direct and

supervise human health risk assessment activities. The Human Health Risk Assessment Manager will provide
input to the development of the RI/FS WP and will direct human-health risk-related data evaluation activities.
The Human Health Risk Assessment Manager's responsibilities will be to ensure that human health risk
assessment work meets the specific project goals, meets technical standards, and is in accordance with the

objectives and procedures discussed in the RVFS WP, FSP, QAPP, and HASP.

Ecological Risk Assessment Manager. The Ecological Risk Assessment Manager will direct and supervise

ecological risk assessment activities. The Ecological Risk Assessment Manager will provide input to the
development of the RI/FS WP and will direct ecological-health risk-related data evaluation activities. The
Ecological Risk Assessment Manager's responsibilities will be to ensure that ecological risk assessment work
meets the specific project goals, meets technical standards, and is in accordance with the objectives and

procedures discussed in the RVFS WP, FSP, QAPP, and HASP.

Field Investigation Manager. The Field Investigation Manager will be responsible for the field work

performed as part of a specific RI/FS activity. Duties of the Field Investigation Manager will include:

e  Maintaining field records;

e Continually surveying the work area for potential work hazards and relate any new information to RVFS
personnel at the Tailgate Safety Meeting held each day prior to beginning field activities;

e Ensuring that field personnel are properly trained, equipped, and familiar with standard operating
procedures (SOPs) and the HASP;

e Overseeing sample collection, handling and shipping; ensuring proper functioning of field equipment;
and

e Informing the laboratory when samples are shipped to the lab and verifying samples arrived at the lab.

The primary duty of the Field Investigation Manager is to ensure that the field sampling is performed in
accordance with the FSP and the QAPP. The Field Investigation Manager will also require that appropriate
personal protective equipment will be worn and disposed of according to the HASP. In addition, the Field

Investigation Manager may be responsible for preparing monitoring reports for review by the RI/FS Manager.

FS Manager. The FS Manager will direct and supervise FS activities, including development and
implementation of any treatability studies, assembling of remedial action alternatives and evaluation of these
alternatives in the FS. The FS Manager's responsibilities will ensure that FS activities meet the specific project

goals, meet technical standards, and are in accordance with the objectives and procedures discussed in the RI/FS

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C
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WP, FSP. QAPP, and HASP.

QA Manager. The QA Manager will assist in preparation of the QAPP, review the associated FSP, and provide
technical assistance in the resolution of QA/QC or analytical chemistry issues. Other responsibilities include an
evaluation of sampling procedures, laboratory analyses, and project documentation with respect to the QAPP
requirements. The QA Manager will oversee the review of laboratory data packages and preparation of data
validation reports in conformance with the requirements of the QAPP. The QA Manager will remain
independent of direct involvement in day-to-day operations, but will have direct access to staff, as necessary, to
resolve any QA issues. The QA Manager has sufficient authority to stop work on the investigation as deemed
necessary in the event of substantive QA/QC issues. Independent QA management will be provided by

QAALLC. Specific functions and duties include:

Performing QA audits on various phases of the project's operations, as necessary;
Reviewing and approving the QAPP and other QA plans and procedures;

Reviewing validation of data collected relative to RI/FS activities and the QAPP; and
Providing QA technical assistance to project staff.

The QA Manager will notify the Respondents™ Project Coordinator of particular circumstances that may
adversely affect the quality of data and ensure implementation of corrective actions needed to resolve

nonconformances noted during assessments.

Laboratory Project Manager. The Laboratory Project Manager will be responsible for ensuring laboratory

resources are available to PBW as needed for the project and will provide oversight of final laboratory reports.
The Laboratory Project Manager will oversee performance of analytical tests conducted as part of the project.
The Laboratory Project Manager is responsible for providing the Field Investigation Manager a confirmation of
sample receipt and for notifying the Field Investigation Manager of any sample integrity issues (holding time
exceedance, chain-of-custody [COC] discrepancies, ¢tc.) promptly when discovered. The Laboratory Project
Manager is also responsible for internal laboratory review of data for adherence to the requirements of the
project QAPP, the laboratory QA Manual and SOPs. The Laboratory Project Manager is also responsible for
submitting the final data package, including the electronic data deliverable, within the requested turnaround

time.

Contractors. Numerous contractors will be utilized during the RI/FS investigation to complete the required
RI/FS tasks. Contractors will be required to prepare a HASP for their personnel and associated activities, in
compliance with the HASP prepared for the investigation, and adhere to the applicable requirements of the

RI/FS WP, FSP, and QAPP to ensure work is performed appropriately. The following is a list of the types of
US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C
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contractors and their responsibilities. Other contractors will be used during the RIUFS, as necessary.

Environmental Drilling: The environmental drilling contractor will be responsible for providing the personnel

and equipment necessary to conduct drilling related tasks identified in the RI/FS WP. These tasks include:

e Cone penctrometer testing (CPT) or the rapid optical scanning tool (ROST);

Advancing boreholes for monitoring well and soil borings (hollow-stem auger and direct push,
respectively);

Construction of monitoring wells and surface completions;

Decontamination of drilling equipment;

Submittal of state required well registrations;

Plugging and abandonment of wells (if necessary); and

Obtaining necessary drilling permits and implementing traffic control plans when drilling in public right
of ways.

Sediment/Surface Water/Tissue Sampling: Off-site sediment, surface water and tissue samples, if needed, will

be collected by a contractor with experience in the collection and processing of sediment samples from
channels and bayous as well as ultra-clean water collection techniques. The contractor will have a Texas

Parks and Wildlife Department collection permit for biological samples.

Surveving: The location and elevation of newly installed soil boring, CPT/ROST, and monitoring wells, and
any other relevant features, will be surveyed for position by a professional Texas-licensed surveyor. The
surveyor will be responsible for providing appropriate technical drawings and electronic data in accordance

with Section 5.9 of the FSP.

Site Maintenance: General mowing and maintenance of the USOR Property is provided by a local contractor.

The contractor provides equipment and personnel to mow, clear brush and shrubs from the fence line, and

make minor repairs to fencing.

2.2 PROBLEM DEFINITION/BACKGROUND

The approximately 12.2 acre USOR Property was most recently used as a used oil processing and waste
treatment facility by USOR LP. USOR LP began operations on the property around June 2003 and acquired
the property in December 2003. Prior to 2004, multiple businesses operated on the property including
chemical manufacturing companies (specializing in fertilizers and/or herbicides/pesticides), a cow hide
exporter, and a leather tanner. Section 2.2 of the RI/FS WP contains a more detailed listing of the operational

history of the property.

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C
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USOR LP had ceased operations in June of 2010, prior to the state-court appointed Receivership

in July of 2010. An office building, security guard shack, and large warchouse (approximately 25,000 square
feet in size) are present on the property. The warchouse includes a former laboratory, machine shop, parts
warchouse, and a material processing area that included a filter press. More than 1,000 drums and poly totes
containing various industrial wastes were present within the warchouse but have since been removed by
contractors under the direction of the PRP Group. A tank farm with approximately 32 aboveground storage
tanks (ASTs) and various sumps containing industrial wastes located within secondary containment is present
at the north end of the warchouse. A large, concrete-walled aeration basin (also called the bioreactor) was
formerly located west of the tank farm but was removed as part of an EPA-approved removal action. A
stormwater containment pond is located west of the warchouse and south of the former acration basin.
Approximately 225 roll-off boxes are located on the USOR Property; however, wastes left in the roll-off
boxes by USOR LP have been removed and properly disposed. An inactive rail spur enters the south-central
part of the USOR Property from the south and extends north along the west side of the warchouse. A utility
right-of-way with various pipelines is present within the southern part of the USOR Property and pipelines are

also present outside of but adjacent to the USOR Property along the eastern and western sides.

Currently, the USOR Property is enclosed within a six-foot chain link security fence with locked gates;

security cameras have been installed and access is monitored by a security contractor.

The Preliminary Assessment Report prepared by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)

(TCEQ, 2011) for AOI-1 indicated that complete pathways may exist at AQI-1 for:

1) Groundwater - due to potential releases to groundwater at AQOI-1;

2) Surface water - due to releases via surface water runoff from AOI-1 to Vince Bayou;
3) Soil - due to spills/releases at AOI-1 during historic industrial operations, and

4) Air - due to reported releases of hazardous substances in air downwind of AOI-1.

The HRS Documentation Record (EPA, 2011) for AOI-1 contained the following conclusions:

1) Hazardous substances present at the property and in waste materials previously handled at the
property include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs),
pesticides, herbicides, and metals;

2) Identified and observed on-going releases of hazardous substances were occurring from the AOI-1
property into Vince Bayou through stormwater runoff; and

3) The predominant threat to human populations, animals or the food chain is the potential for exposure
by direct contact with VOCs, metals, flammables, corrosives, and unknown waste material at AOI-1
and in nearby Vince Bayou and its sediments.

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C
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The overall issue to be addressed by the RIVFS is to evaluate the nature and extent of contamination resulting
from operations at the USOR Property, to obtain data to fill data gaps in the Preliminary Conceptual Site
Model (PCSM) for the USOR property, to assess the risk from potential contamination at the USOR Property
to human health and the environment, and allow the development and evaluation of remedial alternatives, if

warranted.

Consistent with the potential issues at AOI-1 and EPA guidance, the specific objectives of the RI/FS are to:
(1) characterize site conditions; (2) evaluate the nature and extent of the contamination; (3) assess the risks to
human health and the environment; (4) identify remedial action objectives for those chemicals and media
posing an unacceptable risk; (5) develop preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) to address the remedial action
objectives; (6) develop, screen and evaluate potential remedial technologies consistent with the PRGs; (7)
examine the potential performance and cost of the remedial alternatives that are being considered; and (8)
summarize and present the data so that an appropriate remedy, if warranted, consistent with CERCLA, can be

selected by EPA.

2.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.3.1 Data Needs Analvsis

As presented in the RI/FS WP Section 3.4, a data needs analysis was conducted for the RVFS. The data
needs, which are summarized in Table 11 of the RI/FS WP, were developed for AOI-1 based on an evaluation
of the potentially complete pathways identified in the PCSMs (Figures 4 and 5 of this QAPP) and an analysis
of the information needed to assess the completeness of these pathways. The data needs summary illustrates
the data needs evaluation process by noting the conceptual model exposure routes that were judged to be
indeterminate or complete and potentially significant, identifyving the specific data needs for determining
whether that pathway is complete and significant, listing the existing data that were reviewed as part of an
iitial evaluation, and conceptually describing the RI activities to be performed to fill the identified data need.
The conceptual descriptions of RI activities in this table were then used to develop the framework of the

RY/FS tasks described in Section 5.6 of the RI/FS WP and summarized in Section 2.3.2 below.

2.3.2 Data Collection Activities

The PCSMs, the conceptual descriptions of RI/FS activities in the data needs summary table (Table 11 of the
RI/FS WP), and the data quality objectives (DQOs) in this QAPP were used to develop the initial RI/FS data
collection activities and sample locations described in the following sections. As noted in the RI/FS WP

(Section 5.6), the first iteration of data collection will focus on on-property (defined as the area inside the

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C
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existing fence at the USOR Property) environmental media (i.¢., on-property soil, on-property groundwater,
on-property surface water and on-property sediment) and off-property (defined as the area outside of the
existing fence at the USOR Property) soil and groundwater. This is due to the nature of the USOR Property
where the source areas are located topographically higher than some of the potential receptors and potential
impacts are primarily related to the movement of constituents of potential concern (COPCs) from the USOR
Property to the receptors via surface drainage. Furthermore, receptors in Vince Bayou and Little Vince
Bayou also are potentially impacted from the other documented industrial activities within the Vince Bayou
and Little Vince Bayou watershed. In this regard, the determination of the impacts from the USOR Property,
versus those from other sources of contaminants to Vince Bayou and Little Vince Bayou, must be carefully
determined through the iterative progression of investigation activities beginning on the USOR Property and
adjacent propertics and working toward Vince Bayou and Little Vince Bayou and including a comprehensive
background study for media of potential concern (see below). This approach will allow for the allocation of
the relative contributions of COPCs to Vince Bayou and Little Vince Bayou among the multiple potential

Sources.

The project will involve sampling environmental media using standard sampling tools and techniques including,

but not limited to:

Surface soil sampling by trowel, hand auger, hollow stem auger, or direct push tools;
Subsurface soil sampling by hollow stem auger or direct push tools;

Groundwater sampling by low-flow sampling, pumps or bailers;

Sediment sampling by trowel, bucket auger, Ponar grab, Eckman grab, piston or push core;
Surface water sampling by dip sampler, sample bottle or pump; and

Fish or shellfish sampling using seines, nets, gill nets, traps, or by hand.

High-resolution site characterization (HRSC) techniques will be incorporated into the AOI-1 groundwater
investigation, ¢.g., CPT or ROST (or other methods, as required). Details of the HRSC investigation are
provided in FSP Section 3.6.1.

The RI/FS WP and FSP provide a detailed description of the proposed data collection activities. The FSP
provides sample locations, analyses to be performed, methods for sample collection, ficld measurements to be

performed, etc.

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C
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24 QUALITY OBJECTIVES AND CRITERIA

2.4.1 Data Quality Objectives

DQOs were developed as part of the systematic planning process to define the tvpe and quality of the data
sufficient to characterize the USOR Property, conduct human health and ecological risk assessments, and
perform the evaluation of remedial alternatives. The DQOs, therefore, support the rationale for the USOR
Property investigation strategy and approach detailed in the RI/FS WP and FSP. The data quality details of
the DQO process are documented in the following sections of this QAPP.

The DQOs have been developed in general accordance with the “Guidance on Systematic Planning Using the
Data Quality Objectives Process, EPA QA/G-47 (EPA, 2006). When data are collected during the RI/FS, the
EPA-recommended systematic planning tool is the DQO process. The DQO process is a seven-step planning
approach to develop sampling designs for data collection activities that support decision-making. The seven

steps of the DQO process described by EPA are:

1) State the problem;

2) Identify the goals of the study;

3) Identify the information inputs;

4) Define the boundaries of the study;

5) Develop the analytical approach;

6) Specify performance or acceptance criteria; and
7) Develop the plan for obtaining data.

In accordance with the above seven step process, the following sections contain the DQOs that were
developed for the exposure routes and associated data needs identified in the RI/FS WP. The first four steps

of the DQO process are summarized for each exposure medium on Table 1 of this QAPP.
2.4.1.1  DQO Step 1: State the Problem

Problem Description
A general problem statement for the USOR RI/FS is as follows (Table 1):

Historical USOR Property information suggests that contamination exists in on-property soil in areas of
former operations, and that COPCs may have migrated to groundwater and/or off-property during
unauthorized releases, spills and overland runoff following storm events.

Because of the gradual topographic slope at the USOR Property, if COPCs were transported from the
property, they would most likely migrate from the USOR Property to the east or north, deposit onto the
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surface soils in these areas and either remain in those soils or be transported further down-slope. Vince
Bayou surface water and sediment would be the potential endpoint of transport and migration of USOR
Property-related COPCs. Due to the highly industrialized nature of the surrounding arca and the numerous
possible point- and non-point sources of COPCs in Vince Bayou and Little Vince Bayou unrelated to the
USOR Property, it is difficult to identify the USOR Property-related COPCs without a thorough and complete

understanding of on-property source characteristics and the transport/migration pathways off-property.

Preliminarv Conceptual Site Model

The PCSMs (Figures 4 and 5 of this QAPP) convey what is known about the sources, releases, release
mechanisms, contaminant fate and transport, exposure pathways, potential receptors, and risks; and identify
the potential exposure medium. The PCSMs were developed based on the review of relevant USOR Property
mformation and with input from the PRP Group and EPA. Data collected during the RI/FS will be used to

verify and revise the models as necessary.

Planning Team
The planning team involved in the development of the RI/FS Study includes the regulatory agencies (EPA

and TCEQ), the PRP Group (Respondents), and the team responsible for executing the project (consultants,
risk assessors, quality assurance professionals). Other interested parties (community groups, other
stakeholders, adjacent landowners) may also provide input to the planning process. An organizational chart

is included as Figure 3.

Resources and Schedule

As described in detail in Section 2.0 of the RI/FS WP, information resources regarding USOR property
history, potential source areas, potential COPC migration pathways, and potential human and environmental
receptors include reports prepared by EPA, TCEQ, and previous consultants; other historical documents in the
administrative record compiled by EPA; historical aerial photographs; and observations made through
multiple visits to the USOR Property.

Personnel resources are shown on the organizational chart included as Figure 3.

The preliminary RI/FS schedule is shown on Figure 10 of the RI/FS WP.
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2.4.1.2  DQO Step 2: Identify the Goals of the Study

Principal Goals of the Study

The principal goal of the AOI-1 RI/FS is as follows (Table 1):

Conduct an investigation and assess the potential risks posed by releases of chemicals associated with
the USOR Property, assess potential human health and ecological risks associated with past USOR
property activities, and develop remedial alternatives to address any unacceptable risks.

Based on this principal goal, specific study questions and alternative actions were developed per DQO

guidance for each of the potential exposure medium, as shown on Table 1.

2.4.1.3  DQO Step 3: Identify Information Inputs

The RI/FS has been designed to obtain the data necessary to accomplish the principal study goal and answer
the specific study questions identified in DQO Step 2. The data needed (i.¢., the information inputs) to
accomplish the goals and answer the specific study questions are listed in Table 11 of the RI/FS WP and in
Table 1 of this QAPP for each of the potential exposure media. Existing information and data from the
USOR Property were reviewed to help develop the scope of the RI/FS activities to be performed to address
the identified data needs. These general investigation activities were then refined into the specific data
collection methods listed in Table 11 of the RI/FS Work Plan and in Table 1 of this QAPP. These sampling,
analysis, and data evaluation methods have been selected to generate legally defensible data that will satisfy

the RI/FS objectives.
2.4.1.4  DQO Step 4: Define Boundaries of the Study

Temporal Boundaries

The temporal boundaries for the RI/FS are the time periods from the initial sampling activities to the
completion of data collection activities necessary to satisfy the study goals. A preliminary RI/FS schedule is
provided as Figure 10 of the RI/FS WP. Temporal variability in RI/FS data will be evaluated during the
RVFS. For soil, temporal variability of COPC concentrations is not anticipated given that the potential
sources of COPCs are being addressed through removal actions. Temporal variability of COPC
concentrations in groundwater will be evaluated by the performance of multiple groundwater sampling

events, if necessary, and indicated by the data and hydrogeologic conditions. No specific seasonal or daily
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variability that would significantly impact data collection is anticipated, but variability will be evaluated based

on USOR Property characteristics (e.g., tidal influences on shallow groundwater).

Spatial Boundaries

Spatial boundaries for each of the potential exposure medium are listed on Table 1. Consistent with the
iterative approach to data collection as defined in the RUVFS WP, the lateral boundaries of the study are
initially represented by the on-property area (i.¢., the area within the existing fence) for soil, groundwater,
surface water, and sediment (See Section 5.6 and Figure 9 of the RVFS WP; and Table 1 of this QAPP). The
spatial boundaries for on-property surface water and sediment are thought to be restricted to the southwestern
portion of the USOR Property where ponded water exists. After review of the on-property data, off-property
soil and groundwater data collection will be performed in the adjacent areas, as also proposed in the RUVFS
WP and shown on Table 1 of this QAPP. The spatial (lateral and vertical) boundaries for data collection for
off-property surface water, sediment, and fish/shellfish in Vince Bayou and Litile Vince Bavou will be
defined after review of the on- and off-property soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment data.
Background data collection activities will be performed in areas beyond the identified lateral extent of COPCs

in soil, surface water, and/or sediment, as dictated by the data.

The preliminary lower vertical boundary of the RI/FS study is the base of the uppermost water-bearing zone
underlying AOI-1. The lower vertical boundary for soil is the top of the uppermost water-bearing zone. The

following intervals define the surface, shallow and subsurface soil boundaries:

e Surface soil - 0 to 0.5 feet below ground surface;
e Shallow soil - 0.5 to 5.0 feet below ground surface; and
e  Subsurface soil — greater than 5.0 feet below ground surface.

It is anticipated that the entire study arca will be evaluated as a single unit in the baseline human health risk
assessment (BHHRA) to evaluate site-wide risk; however, if the site data and exposure scenarios indicate that
there are distinct areas of concern, those arcas will be evaluated separately. Exposure point concentrations
may be represented by the 95% UCL or the maximum detected concentration depending on the data set for an
area. Potential human health exposures within various environmental media (e.g., soil, groundwater) will be
summed across those media when appropriate, within those spatial boundaries (e.g., on-property or off-
property). For the screening-level ecological risk assessment (SLERA), the small depressed drainage area on-
site will be evaluated as an intermittently wet habitat with the rest of the on-site habitat area evaluated as
upland terrestrial. The off-site portion of the SLERA will address the transitional area to the bayou and the
bayou itself.
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2.4.1.5 DQO Step 5: Develop the Analytical Approach

As stated above, the principal goal of the RI/FS at AOI-1 is to assess the potential risks posed by releases of
chemicals associated with the USOR Property, assess potential human health and ecological risks associated
with past USOR property activities, and develop remedial alternatives to address any unacceptable risks. This
goal will largely be accomplished by measuring the concentrations of COPCs in relevant environmental
media (soil, groundwater, surface water, sediment, biota, and air) and comparing the concentrations to

preliminary screening values (PSVs), as described below.

COPC Extent Evaluation

The nitial use of the concentration data will be to evaluate the spatial extent of COPCs in environmental
media, which will be accomplished by evaluating the data against PSVs as discussed in Section 5.6 of the
RI/FS Work Plan. The PSVs for the several groups of COPCs are provided in Tables 2 through 11 of this
QAPP. The extent evaluation will be made by comparing the outermost sample COPC concentrations on a
point-by-point basis to the PSVs (taking into account background concentrations). Since these comparisons
will be made on an individual basis by direct comparison (not statistically generated values) to the established
PSVs, no statistical parameters (¢.g., maximum, 95% upper confidence limit (UCL)) of a sample population
or populations will be used for this purpose. Sampling and analysis methods have been selected to obtain
detection limits sufficient to make these comparisons. Using the DQO process (EPA, 2006) and the
information developed in this section, the theoretical decision rule developed for the comparison of COPC

concentration data is described below:

Ifthe concentration of a COPC in a media at the perimeter of the property or at an off-property sampling
location exceeds the extent evaluation PSV, ten collect additional samples for delineation. For interior
on-property samples, the need for additional delineation will be made in the overall context of defining
the nature and extent of contamination.

The PSVs are conservative screening criteria published by EPA and TCEQ, as noted in the footnotes for Tables
2 through 11.

Risk Assessment

The second use of the COPC concentration data will be to evaluate the risk to potential human and ecological
receptors in the BHHRA, and SLERA, respectively. For the BHHRA this entails: (1) the comparison of the
estimated carcinogenic risk for specific target receptors described in the CSMs to the Superfund discretionary
risk range (1 x 10* to I x 10°°); and (2) the comparison of non-carcinogenic hazard quotient values for these

same receptors to the target hazard index value greater than one. To facilitate these calculations, a statistical
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parameter is calculated for each potential receptor group. For the BHHRA, exposure point concentrations
used for decision-making are conservative estimates, the 95% UCL on the mean. These parameters will be
calculated for on-property receptors using on-property data, and for off-property receptors using off-property
data. Thus, the theoretical decision rule developed for the BHHRA from the DQO process (EPA, 2006) is

described below:

Ifthe incremental cancer risk for a potential receptor exceeds the Superfund risk range, or the non-
carcinogenic hazard quotient for a potential receptor exceeds one, then develop and evaluate remedial
action objectives for that pathway/receptor/media.

The details of the ecological risk assessment process will be presented in a WRN, but are briefly outlined
here. The ecological risk evaluation will be conducted in a stepwise fashion with the first step being a
conservative screening step. For each detected COPC in each media, the maximum concentration will be
compared to screening levels (see Tables 2-10 for screening levels). COPCs that are detected and
considered bicaccumulative will be noted for further evaluation even if the maximum detected value is
below the screening value. The COPCs that are detected and considered bioaccumulative or are detected
at a concentration greater than the screening level will be considered COPCs for the next phase of

evaluation.

The next phase of the ecological assessment will include a calculation of hazard quotients for each receptor
guild based on the appropriate no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL)-based toxicity reference values and
lowest observed adverse effect level (LOAEL)-based toxicity reference values. The exposure point
concentration will be the lower of the maximum detected value or the 95% UCL. If the 95% UCL is
calculated, it will include non-detected results. The theoretical decision rule developed for the ERA following
the desktop evaluations described above from the DQO process (EPA, 2006) is described below:

Ifthe hazard quotient for a potential receptor exceeds one, then either: 1) perform a more thorough
desktop-based ecological assessment using additional media data; 2) continue the ecological risk
assessment process to a BERA using site specific tissue data, toxicity data or other site-specific
evaluation; or 3) make a risk management decision appropriate for the Site data and conditions.

2.4.1.6  DQO Step 6: Specify Performance or Acceptance Criteria

The purpose of this step 1s to define the quantitative limits that will be used in conjunction with the theoretical
decision rules described in DQO Step 5. These criteria are used to identify potential error in the decision
making process and to describe the means by which potential error will be reduced to acceptable levels. Since

the intended use of the data collected during the RI/FS is for decision-making, as described in Step 5, the

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C

ED_004012_00008362-00023



Section No. 2.0
FINAL

Date: 12/23/15
Page 16 of 57

statistical hypothesis testing approach (Step 6A in EPA, 2006) is used to specify acceptance criteria, as

described below.

The first step in identifying acceptance criteria is to identify the types of decision errors that could be made in
a statistical hypothesis test. There are four possible outcomes of a statistical test, two of which result in no
decision error, and two of which represent the possible decision errors. The following table describes the
possible outcomes of the statistical hypothesis tests. Please note that in the following discussion the term

“action level” (per EPA, 2006) refers to a PSV for the RIFS at AOI-1.

Conclusion reached after applying the True Condition / Reality
statistical hypothesis test to the COPC Concentration COPC Concentration is Less
collected data Exceeds Action Level Than the Action Level

COPC Concentration Exceeds Action

Correct Decision
Level

Decision Error - False
Acceptance

Diccision Error - False
Rejection

COPC Concentration is Less Than the

) Correct Decision
Action Level

False Rejection — Type I error
A false rejection decision error occurs when the data leads to the decision that the COPC concentration
level is less than the action level when, in reality, the COPC concentration exceeds the action level.

False Acceptance — Type I error
A false acceptance decision error occurs when the data leads to the decision that the COPC concentration
level is greater than the action level when, in reality, the COPC concentration is below the action level.

The second step is to identify ways to reduce the probability of making decision errors. The likelihood of
error in the statistical hypothesis test is reduced through the development and implementation of an
appropriate FSP and QAPP, with methods and quality assurance procedures, including data validation,
selected to minimize the Type [ and Type I decision errors. The FSP and the QAPP are the fundamental
tools for ensuring the generation of quality data and making sound decisions regarding the nature and extent

of COPCs at AOI-1.

While it is not possible to totally eliminate the potential of a decision error, the consequences of decision error
have been addressed by specifying sensitive analytical methods, using multiple lines of evidence from various
site media, and selecting sampling locations representing the most heavily impacted regions of the study area.
The design of this data collection program helps to reduce the consequences of making decision errors that
would indicate that a particular COPC concentration did not exceed an action level when in reality it did.
Sufficient analytical sensitivity, data review, additional samples, analysis of similar compounds, appropriate
sample collection and analysis procedures will ensure that in spite of a particular decision error related to a
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particular compound’s concentration, the overall likelihood of adverse human or ecological effects as a result

will be minimal.

The DQOs established for the AOI-1 RIVFS investigation have been selected to reduce the likelihood of
decision errors and ensure appropriate decisions regarding the nature and extent of impacts at the Site are
made. Consistent with EPA human health risk assessment guidance (EPA, 1989 and EPA, 2002b), the
statistical parameter used for estimating exposure point concentrations in risk assessment is the 95% UCL on
the mean. Per EPA guidance (EPA, 1997 and EPA, 2001b), maximum concentrations are used to represent
exposure point concentrations for ecological receptors in the SLERA. As noted previously, COPC extent
evaluations will be made using direct comparisons of individual sample concentrations to their respective

PSVs.
2.4.1.7  DQO Step 7: Develop the Detailed Plan for Obtaining Data

The goal of DQO Step 7 is to develop a resource-effective design to collect the information identified in
Steps 2 through 6 and therefore address the problem identified in Step 1. This design is presented in the
RI/FS WP and the FSP. Alternative sampling designs and methods, including potentially less expensive
methods, were considered as part of the sampling design process, but these alternatives were determined to
either not provide data of the necessary quality, or were considered infeasible or impractical based on
conditions at AQI-1. For instance, use of field analvtical methods using field mstruments for VOCs (OVM)
and metals (X-ray fluorescence) were considered, but those approaches were not selected given the need for
definitive data for risk assessment purposes, the need to perform laboratory analyses for other parameters

(e.g., SVOCs, total petroleum hydrocarbons [TPH]), and the relatively small size of the USOR Property.

2.4.2  Field and Analvtical Quality Objectives

Since measurements must be made so that results are of sufficient quality to support the project goals,
which include site characterization, nature and extent of the contamination, and human health and

ecological risk assessment, data should be collected using the following analytical approach:

e (Collection — Samples will be collected using approved SOPs to minimize the random and
systematic errors that can be introduced during the physical collection of the sample, sample
handling, sample analysis, and data handling;

¢ Documentation — Sample custody will be documented to maintain security and show control
during transfer of samples from collection through analysis to adequately establish and support the
use of sample data in regulatory or legal actions;

e Laboratory — As stipulated in Section X1, Paragraph 54 of the RUVFS AOC, the analytical laboratory
will have a documented quality system which complies with “EPA Requirements for Quality
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Management Plans (QA/R-2)” (EPA/240/B-01/002, March 2001) or equivalent documentation as
determined by EPA;

e Analysis — Field measurements will be generated using approved and documented standard
procedures. Laboratory data for use in quantitative risk assessment must be definitive (i.c., generated
using rigorous analytical methods such as an EPA-approved method, ASTM standard method, or
laboratory method that is formally documented and demonstrated to be applicable); and

e QC - Measurement performance criteria for both field and laboratory QC will be based on the
intended use and should be a function of sampling design, requirements in the analytical methods, and
standard accepted practice.

2.4.2.1 Field Measurements

A preliminary list of potential ficld measurements to be taken during the RI/FS is provided in Table 12.
SOPs will be used for field measurements as shown on Table 12. SOPs are included in Appendix A of the
FSP.

2.4.2.2  Laboratory Analyses

Fate and transport parameters, groundwater classification parameters, parameters required for adjustment of
ecological benchmarks, etc. (collectively termed “fate and transport analyses™) data will not be used in the
quantitative risk assessments, and thus analytical methodology has been selected to provide screening level

data as shown on Table 13.

COPC concentration data will be used in quantitative risk assessment, and thus analvtical methodology has
been selected to provide definitive data with the additional consideration of method sensitivity. Tables 2
through 11 provide the selected analytical methodology and analyte lists along with the method quantitation
limits (MQLs) and PSVs for the various media to be assessed (groundwater/surface water, soil/sediment).

The MQL corresponds to the lowest non-zero concentration standard in the laboratory’s initial calibration
curve and 1s based on the final volume of extract (or sample) used by the laboratory. The MQL should be less
than the screening criteria for data that will be used in quantitative risk assessment. If it is not possible to
achieve a MQL below the PSVs, then the standard available method with the lowest possible MQL should be
used for that analyte.

2.4.3 Data Quality Indicators and Performance Criteria

Measurement performance criteria for both field and laboratory QC must be based on the intended use and
should be a function of sampling design, requirements in the analvtical methods, and standard accepted
practice. Consequently, detailed performance criteria have been developed for data produced during analysis
of COPC concentrations in the various media (soil, sediment, groundwater, surface water) in accordance with

EPA and TCEQ methods, and limited performance criteria have been developed for data produced for fate
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and transport analyses. The principal indicators of data quality are precision, accuracy, completeness,
representativeness, comparability, and sensitivity. Quantifiable performance criteria have been developed for
precision, accuracy, completeness, and sensitivity. Acceptable levels of non-quantifiable data quality
parameters (i.¢., representativeness and comparability) will be assured through the proper implementation of

field and laboratory SOPs.

2.4.3.1 Precision

Precision is a measure of the reproducibility between two or more measurements of the same characteristic
(i.c., analyte, parameter) under the same or similar conditions. Determining the agreement among replicate
measurements of the same sample assesses the precision of the analytical procedure; combined precision of
sampling and analysis procedures is assessed from the agreement between measurements of field duplicate
samples. The relative percent difference (RPD) in the results will be calculated for each duplicate pair using
the equations provided in Section 3.5. Data for duplicate analyses will be evaluated only if both of the

samples in the duplicate pair have a concentration greater than the MQL.

Field Precision Objectives

Field precision will be assessed by collecting and analyzing field duplicates. The field precision goals are
provided on Tables 14 through 16 for the analysis of COPC concentrations and on Table 17 for the fate and

transport analyses.

Laboratory Precision Objectives

In accordance with method requirements, laboratory precision will be assessed by analysis of various
duplicate sets (i.¢., laboratory duplicates, laboratory control sample [LCS] duplicates, matrix spike duplicates
[MSD]). Laboratory precision goals are provided on Tables 14 through 16 for the analysis of COPC

concentrations and on Table 17 for the fate and transport analyses.

2.4.3.2  Accuracy

Accuracy is the degree of agreement or bias between an observed value (or an average of several values) and
an accepted reference value. Deviations or biases from standard values result from cumulative
inconsistencies in the measurement system. Potential sources of bias include (but are not limited to) sample
collection, preservation, and handling procedures; matrix effects, and analytical procedures. Accuracy is
expressed as percent recovery of spiked analytes, which will be calculated for each spiked sample using the

equations provided in Section 3.5.
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Field QC blanks and laboratory blanks will also be used to quantify the effect of sample contamination on

overall accuracy.

Field Accuracy Objectives

Field accuracy will be assessed through the use of equipment and trip blanks and through the adherence to
sample container, preservation, and holding time requirements. Equipment blank results will be used to
assess potential sources of contamination resulting from sample collection activities and equipment
decontamination. Results from the analysis of trip blanks will be used to assess the potential for sample
contamination during sample shipment, handling, and storage. Accuracy objectives for blanks will be met if
COPC concentrations are below MQLs i the equipment and trip blanks. Sample handling, preservation, and

holding time requirements are listed on Tables 18 and 19 for aqueous and solid samples, respectively.

Laboratory Accuracy Objectives

In accordance with method requirements, laboratory accuracy will be assessed by the analysis of various
spike samples (i.¢., matrix spikes (MS), LCS, interference check samples, standard reference samples, and
surrogates). Where required by the method, a LCS will consist of a standard purchased from a source other
than that for the calibration standards. The use of an LCS will be based on the availability of an EPA,
National Institute of Standards and Testing (NIST), or commercially certified LCS. Accuracy goals for
laboratory QC samples are listed on Tables 14 through 16 for the analysis of COPC concentrations and on

Table 17 for the fate and transport analyses.

2.4.3.3  Completeness

Completeness is expressed as the percentage of valid data points obtained from a measurement system or
method. Completeness is affected by such factors as sample bottle breakage and acceptance/rejection of

analytical results and will be re-calculated and presented in each validation checklist.

Field Completeness Objectives

Field completeness will be assessed for target parameters by comparing the number of valid field samples to
the total number of field samples planned. The validity of field samples will be assessed by comparison of
documented field practices to requirements of this QAPP and the accompanying FSP. The completeness goal

for field samples is 90%.

Laboratorv Completeness Objectives

The results of a laboratory analysis will be considered valid if predetermined data quality indicators are met or
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exceeded for precision and accuracy. A data verification and validation, as described in Section 5, will be
conducted to assess completeness requirements on an analyte-by-analyte basis for COPCs in the various
media analyzed in accordance with EPA or TCEQ methods. Laboratory completeness will be assessed for
COPCs by comparing the number of valid measurements to the total number of measurements. The
laboratory completeness goal for all COPCs combined is 90% and the goal for each COPC individually is
80%.

2.4.3.4  Representativeness

Representativeness is a qualitative parameter that expresses the degree to which data accurately and precisely
represent a characteristic of a population, parameter variations at a sampling point, a process condition, or an
environmental condition. As such, representativeness describes whether samples collected, or the aliquots
selected by the laboratory for analysis, are sufficient in number, type, location, frequency, and size to be

characteristic of the substance analyzed.

Measures to Ensure Representativeness of Field Data

Field representativeness is achieved by collecting a sufficient number of unbiased (representative) samples
and implementing a QC program for sample collection and handling prior to analyses. The sampling
approaches developed for this project, including the number of samples, sample locations, collection
procedures, completeness requirements and other QC requirements will provide for samples that are
representative of site conditions. In addition, collection of duplicate samples will provide a measure of the
variability of analyte present in a particular sample volume and evaluation of equipment and trip blank results

will ensure that analytical results are representative of sample concentrations.

Measures to Ensure Representativeness of Laboratory Data

Representativeness in the laboratory will be ensured by using the proper analvtical procedures, meeting
sample holding times, and analyzing and assessing duplicate samples. Additionally, evaluation of laboratory

blank results will ensure that analytical results are representative of sample concentrations.
2.4.3.5  Comparability
Comparability is an expression of the confidence with which one data set can be compared with another.

Measures to Ensure Comparability of Field Data

Comparability of field data will be assured by adhering to standard sampling procedures described in Section

5 and Appendix A of the FSP, using acceptable calibration standards; using standard measurement and
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reporting units; and using the pre-determined acceptance criteria for precision and accuracy presented in this

QAPP.

Measures to Ensure Comparability of Laboratory Data

Comparability of laboratory data will be assured by adhering to standard analytical procedures described in
this QAPP, using traceable calibration standards; using standard measurement and reporting units; and using
pre-determined acceptance criteria for precision and accuracy. All data that meet the QA objectives described

in this document and are considered usable will be considered comparable data.

2.4.53.6  Sensitivity

Sensitivity is the capability of a method or instrument to discriminate between measurement responses
representing different levels of the variable of interest. Analvtical methods for COPCs have been selected
based upon the sensitivity of the MQLs. To ensure data that will be used for quantitative risk assessment are
usable, the method must be able to meet the risk assessment criteria or it must be the standard available

method with the lowest possible MQL.

In order to achieve lower reporting limits, all detections above the method detection limit (MDL) will be
reported as “J-flagged™ values. Prior to sample analysis, the laboratory will conduct a detection limit study per
EPA guidelines to establish MDLs obtainable by the laboratory for COPCs. Records of the study will be
maintained at the laboratory and results of the study will be periodically updated and/or revised when changes
in instrumentation or methods occur within the laboratory. Additionally, the laboratory MDLs will be
checked for reasonableness. This can be accomplished by the analysis of a reagent matrix spiked by the
laboratory with each analyte near, or within two to three times, the calculated MDL, and carried through the

sample preparation procedures.

2.5 SPECIAL TRAINING/CERTIFICATION

All field personnel who will collect samples addressed by this QAPP will have completed a 40-hour
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Hazardous Waste Site Operations training with
annual 8-hour refreshers and medical monitoring. All personnel shall also have received 24-hours of
supervised field training. The Field Investigation Manager shall have completed an additional 8-hour OSHA
Supervisor training course. The Field Investigation Manager and Site Safety Officer shall hold a current
certificate for first aid/cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) training. Other training may be instituted as
required. The RI/FS Manager will be responsible for assuring that required training is obtained and for

maintaining records documenting the required training for inclusion in the final project file.

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C

ED_004012_00008362-00030



Section No. 2.0
FINAL

Date: 12/23/15
Page 23 of 57

The project files shall contain documentation of the person’s qualifications to perform the assigned tasks.
Personnel performing stratigraphic iterpretations and installing monitoring wells will be overseen by or
licensed as Professional Geologists by the State of Texas. Contract laboratories will maintain training records

and demonstration of proficiency documentation in the laboratory personnel files.

2.6 DOCUMENTATION AND RECORDS

Documents that describe, specify, report, or certify activities, requirements, procedures, or results will be
produced during the RIVFS including project plans and reports as specified in the SOW, field operation
records, laboratory records, and QA/QC records.

Project documents will be managed as described below.

2.6.1 Field Operation Records

Field operation records include (1) the collection records for field and QC samples, (2) SOPs, (3) corrective
action reports for field activities, and (4) training/certification records for field personnel. Copies of these

forms will be maintained in the final project file.

Sample collection will be documented and tracked using field forms and/or field logbook entries, and COC
forms. Field personnel will complete these forms, which will then be reviewed for correctness and
completeness by the Field Investigation Manager.

At each site, station IDs, location, sampling time, date, and sample collector’s name/signature are recorded. If
a field or lab QA/QC sample is to be collected at a site for a specific sample, this information will be
documented on the field data sheets.

Values for all measured field parameters will be recorded. Observational data will be recorded, for instance
water appearance, weather, biological activity in the sample, unusual odors, and other sample specific

information.

COC forms will be completed for all samples collected.
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Any problems or comments related to a specific sample will also be documented on the field data sheet. Such
information would include moving a station location, if composites are generated from more than one discrete

sample or if there were any circumstances at a site that prevented a sample from being collected.

Any corrective actions necessary to ensure that sample integrity is maintained will be documented. If field
SOPs are violated or deviations are made, a corrective action report will be prepared to document what
occurred, actions taken to correct the failure, as well as the effect of the action on the sample in question.

Corrective action is discussed in Section 4.1.2.

Examples of field forms and procedures for completing each are included as PBW SOP No. 1 (Field
Documentation) in Appendix A of the FSP.

2.6.2 Laboratorv Records

Laboratory records will include all of the data in the data reporting package (described in Section 2.6.4). In
addition to the items in the data reporting package, at a minimum, the following records (as appropriate) will

be maintained by the laboratory:

Sample preparation and analysis log books;

Standard solutions preparation log books;

Test method raw data and QC sample records;

Raw data calculation worksheets;

Standard reference material and/or proficiency test samples data;
Temperature records for storage units (standards, samples);
Equipment calibration and maintenance records; and
Certification records for standards.

263 QA/QC Records

QA/QC records include this QAPP, the checklists produced during data validation, the reports from field and

external laboratory audits, and corrective action reports covering QA/QC practices.
All QA audit reports, corrective action reports and validation checklists will be maintained by the RI/FS
Manager for inclusion in the final project file with a copy retained by the QA Manager. The RI/FS Manager

will be responsible for maintaining the QAPP for inclusion in the final project file and for distributing the

QAPP to the persons listed on the distribution list.
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Procedures or project activities may require modification to achieve project quality or data objectives, which
may require amendments to this QAPP. Modifications may include items such as change of laboratory,
methods, or QC samples. When the need for a modification is identified, the QA Manager will determine if
the modification significantly impacts the technical and quality objectives of the project. If the modification
is substantive as determined by the QA Manager, an amendment to the QAPP shall be prepared and submitted
for approval by EPA (cither as a revised complete document, or separate addendum). Appendix B has been

reserved for addenda.

Amendments to the QAPP will be reviewed and approved in the same manner as the original document. The
amendment should contain identifying information as presented on the original document title page and shall
be submitted to any party holding a controlled copy of the QAPP. Amendments to the QAPP will be
approved before the changes are implemented; however, verbal approval of modifications may suffice to
expedite project work. Verbal approvals with a description of the modifications should be documented and
retained in the project files, with the verbally approved modification documented in an amendment and

submitted to EPA within a reasonable timeframe for formal signature approval.

The RI/FS Manager will be responsible for ensuring that all addenda are provided to the persons on the
distribution list, such that they will have the most current approved version of the QAPP. Updates to the
QAPP will be controlled through use of a revision header on each page. This header will note the date of the

revision and the revision number followed by the revision letter (D for draft and F for final).

2.6.4 Laboratory Data Reporting Package Format

2.6.4.1  Fate and Transport Analyses
Laboratory data reports will consist of sample results plus the applicable QA/QC data specified below:

The results of each analysis in correct units;

Dates of sample collection, receipt, preparation, and analysis;

Copy of the COC and sample receipt forms signed by the sample custodian;

Complete method references for sample cleanup, preparation, and analysis;

A laboratory review checklist and exception report with a discussion of any QA/QC non-
conformances;

Evaluation of holding time and sample preservation;

e Results of blank analyses;

e Results of laboratory duplicates and spike duplicates, expected values, control limits, and percent

recoveries;
e Results of MS/MSD, unspiked sample ID, control limits, expected value, RPD, and percent recovery;
and
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e Results for LCS, expected value, control limits, and percent recovery.

2.6.4.2 COPC Analyses

A Laboratory Information Management System (LIMS) will be utilized for generation of laboratory data
reports. The deliverables listed below will be required for all samples. Supporting data will be provided for
those analyses where such information is available as requested by the RI/FS Manager. Laboratory data
reports will consist of sample results plus the QA/QC data specified below. The laboratory will report COPC
concentrations at or below the lowest possible reporting limits as constrained by high parameter
concentrations requiring sample dilution or matrix interferences. Results reports shall include both the
sample detection limit (SDL), which 1s the MDL adjusted to reflect sample-specific actions, and the sample
quantitation limit (SQL), which is the MQL adjusted to reflect sample-specific actions. Adjustments include
actions such as dilution or use of smaller aliquot sizes than prescribed in the analytical method, and take into
account sample characteristics, sample preparation, and analytical adjustments. The MQL corresponds to the
lowest non-zero concentration standard in the laboratory’s initial calibration curve and is based on the final
volume of extract (or sample) used by the laboratory. For single point calibrations, such as metals, the MQL
is set based on project requirements with a low-level check standard at or below the MQL. Non-detected
results shall be reported as less than the value of the SDL. The laboratory will report COPC concentrations
less than the SQL but greater than the SDL and will flag such results as estimated values (J). Aqueous results
shall be reported in mg/L.. Soil data shall be reported in mg/kg and shall be corrected to a dry-weight basis.
Soil gas and vapor data, if collected, shall be reported in units of parts per billion by volume (ppbv) and/or

micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m’).

The following are the required deliverables for each sample analyzed by the laboratory:

The results of each analysis in correct units with the SDL, MQL, and SQL for each analyte;

Dates of sample collection, receipt, preparation, and analysis;

Copy of the COC and sample receipt forms signed by the sample custodian;

Complete method references for sample cleanup, preparation, and analysis;

A laboratory review checklist and exception report summarizing any QA/QC non-conformances and

the corrective action taken plus any analytical limitations or anomalies that resulted in sample

dilution:

e A list relating laboratory identification (ID) to sample ID and ficld samples to QC samples;

e The laboratory National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Conference (NELAC) accreditation
number and annotation for any non-accredited method used for the samples; and

e Signature of the Laboratory Project Manager or Laboratory QA Manager

The list below describes the information to be provided for analysis of metals; as applicable:
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e Evaluation of holding time, sample preservation, and percent solids;
e Results of initial and continuing calibration verification;
e Results of blank analyses including preparation and calibration;
e Results of laboratory duplicates and spike duplicates, expected values, control limits, and percent
reCOVETIES;
e Results of MS/MSD, unspiked sample ID, control limits, expected value, RPD, and percent
recoveries;
e Results of post digestion spike samples, expected value, control limits, and percent recoveries;
e Results for LCS, expected value, control limits, and percent recoveries;
¢ Results for internal standards (inductively coupled plasma/mass spectrometry [ICP/MS] only); and
e Results for MDL check samples.

The list below describes the information to be provided for analysis of VOCs and SVOCs by gas
chromatography/mass spectroscopy (GC/MS), as applicable:

e Evaluation of holding time, sample preservation, and percent solids;

Results of initial and continuing calibration including the relative response factor (RRF) and the
relative standard deviation (RSD) or correlation coefficient (r) for each analyte;

Results of blank analyses;

Results of surrogates spikes, the expected value, control limits, and percent recoveries;

Results of MS/MSD, control limits, expected value, RPD, and percent recoveries;

Results for LCS, expected value, control limits, and percent recoveries;

Results of internal standards; and

Results for MDL check samples.

The list below describes the information to be provided for analysis of herbicides, pesticides, and TPH by GC,

as applicable:

Evaluation of holding time, sample preservation, and percent solids;

Results of initial and continuing calibration including the RRF and the RSD or r for each analyte;
Results of blank analyses;

Results of surrogates spikes, the expected value, control limits, and percent recoveries;

Results of MS/MSD, control limits, expected value, RPD, and percent recoveries;

Results for LCS, expected value, control limits, and percent recoveries;

Results for endrin/DDT breakdown evaluation (pesticides only); and

Results for MDL check samples.

In addition, if supporting data are requested, the repoit format will include the following:

ICP interference check sample analysis;

ICP serial dilution analysis;

Results of bromofluorobenzene or decafluorotriphenylphosphine GC/MS tuning;
Raw data for sample results and laboratory QC samples including labeled (and dated)
chromatograms/spectra of sample results and laboratory QC checks; and
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e Copies of run logs and extraction logs.

The laboratory will submit the analytical results to the RI/FS Manager or Field Investigation Manager as
electronic data deliverables (EDDs) in a spreadsheet format and as a final data report in electronic format (i.e.,

Portable Document Format (PDF)). Format requirements for the laboratorv EDD are given in Table 20.

2.6.5 Data Archiving and Retrieval

2.6.5.1 Project Records

In general, all records must be retained for a period of 10 years following commencement of construction and
of any remedial action which is selected following completion of the RI/FS, per Section X1V, Paragraph 63 of
the RI/FS AOC. A final project file will be developed for the RI/FS data including the following items:
project plans and reports; QA audit reports, corrective action reports and data validation checklists; field
operation records including field notes and logbooks, signed COC forms, corrective action reports, and

training/certification records; final laboratory reports; and any other pertinent documents.

These items will be stored at PBW’s Victoria, Texas office and access limited to project personnel. The
project file will be maintained at this location until the conclusion of the project. Electronic data will be
archived electronically and will be backed up regularly as part of PBW’s automatic internet based file server
backup procedure. Where printed as part of the paper data report package, data will also be archived in paper
form. Contents of the project file will be offered to U.S. EPA Region VI 90-days prior to disposal. The
RI/FS Manager will serve as the file custodian for the RI/FS.

2.6.5.2 Laboratory Records

Copies of final reports and COC forms will be kept by the laboratory for a period of three years. Raw data
and bench data files will be kept by the laboratory for a period of three years. Laboratory notebooks, data
forms, COC forms, and any ancillary documentation pertinent to the project will be stored in a secured
storage arca. Analytical data stored in a LIMS will be maintained under a high level of data security by the

use of passwords and file access/lock codes.
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3.0 DATA GENERATION AND ACQUISITION

3.1 SAMPLING PROCESS DESIGN

Sampling is the selection of a portion of a larger target population, universe, or body, with the characteristics
of that sample being inferred as applicable to the target population. The purpose of the sampling design for
the RI/FS is to define in detail the sampling and data gathering methods needed to obtain data that are
representative of conditions at AOI-1 and that will be used to evaluate the nature and extent of COPCs and

provide input to the risk assessment.

3.1.1 Sampling Rationale and Design

The overall rationale for the design of the RI/FS program is discussed in the RI/FS WP Section 4.2. Design
rationale and objectives for specific tasks, including data generation subtasks, are provided by task in Section
5 of the RI/FS WP. The proposed analytical suite for each sample is based on historical USOR Property
operations information and existing data. Rationale for the selection of specific sampling locations is
included in RI/FS WP Appendix D. Table 2 of the FSP presents the Sample Design Collection Worksheet
and details the planned sample locations and frequencies, including the type and total number of sample
types/matrices. Proposed locations for RI/FS samples are shown on Figure 9 of the RI/FS WP and Figure 4 of
the FSP. Section 5.2 of the FSP describes how sample locations will be identified and procedures to take if a

location is inaccessible.

3.1.2  Sampling Schedule

Investigation activities will initially focus on on-property soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment,
proceeding to off-property soil and off-property groundwater (Iteration 1). If needed, off-property surface
water, sediment, and fish/shellfish will be investigated in Iterations 2 and 3, respectively. A preliminary

RI/FS schedule is shown on Figure 10 of the RI/FS WP.

3.1.3  Critical and Non-Critical Samples

Soil physical properties, natural attenuation parameters, and groundwater classification parameters are
considered supporting data and are not collected for use in meeting the primary objectives of the project
(nature and extent of impacts, and risk assessment). Soil, groundwater, surface water, sediment, and
fish/shellfish to be analyzed for COPCs are designated as critical samples. Sample integrity 1s essential for
the activities covered by this QAPP, such that data gaps are not created in the record, and the end user

requirements of the data are met.
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3.1.4 Sampling Variability

All methods for sample collection are based on standard methods and accepted practices. Should any non-
standard field analytical methods be proposed, a Workplan Refinement Notice (WRN) to the RI/FS WP or

FSP will be prepared and submitted to EPA for review and approval prior to use.

3.2 SAMPLING METHODS

Field sampling procedures emploved during the RI/FS will be consistent throughout the project, thus
providing data representative of site conditions. Procedures for installation of soil borings/monitoring wells
and all aspects of collection, preservation, and transport of groundwater, surface water, soil, and vapor
samples, including equipment lists and decontamination are described in FSP Section 5 and the SOPs
provided in Appendix A of the FSP. Soil sampling procedures, including those related to homogenizing and
splitting samples, are described in more detail in PBW SOP No. 5 (Soil and Sediment Sampling for Chemical
Analysis). The applicability of, and procedures for, filtering water samples collected for analysis are

described in PBW SOP No. 10 (Water Quality Sampling).

3.2.1 Sample Volume. Containers. and Preservation

The sample volume, container, and preservation requirements for the specific analytical methods are listed on

Tables 18 and 19 for aqueous and solid samples, respectively.

3.2.2 Response to Sampling System Failure

Failure of a sampling system shall be reported to the Field Investigation Manager and then to the RI/FS

Manager. The RI/FS Manager is responsible for corrective actions as described in Section 4.1.2.

3.3 SAMPLE HANDLING AND CUSTODY

Sample handling procedures, including sample labeling requirements and an example sample label, are
described in Section 6.1 of the FSP. The sample identification system to be used for uniquely identifying
cach sample location and sample is described in Section 4 of the FSP. Sample preservation and holding time
requirements are listed on Tables 18 and 19 for aqueous and solid samples, respectively. A temperature blank
will be included in each sample cooler to ensure that the temperature of the contents meets the preservation

requirements upon receipt at the laboratory.
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Sample custody procedures will be adhered to for handling environmental samples and associated records
during sample collection, shipment, transfer, and storage. A sample is considered to be under a person's

custody if:

It is in that person's possession.

It is in that person's view, after being in that person's possession.

It was in that person's possession and was locked up by them to mitigate tampering.
It has been placed in a designated secure arca by that person.

When completing written records to document sample custody, errors will be corrected by drawing a single

line through the error, re-entering the correct information, and initialing and dating the correction.

3.3.1 Field Custodv Procedures

Sample containers provided by the laboratory for this project will be shipped by common carrier or other
suitable method in sealed coolers to a location designated by the RI/FS Manager. Containers will be
considered in the custody of the laboratory until received by PBW or a designated representative. Upon
receipt, the shipment will be checked to verify that all containers are intact. The containers will be

maintained in the custody of the receiver in a clean, secure arca until used for sample collection.

A triplicate COC form will be used to document sample handling during transfer from the field to the
laboratory and among contractors. The form is also used to specify the analyses to be performed and should

contain the following information:

Site name and address or location;

Laboratory name and address or location;

Name of sampler responsible for sample submittal,

Identification of samples that accompany the form including field ID number;
Date/time collected;

Sample matrix type;

Number of containers;

Sample container type, volume, preservative;

Parameters/methods of interest;

Turnaround requested (e.g., standard or rush);

Data level requirement;

Comments about sample conditions;

Signature of person relinquishing custody and signature of person accepting custody, plus date and
time; and

e Identification of common carrier.
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The Field Investigation Manager is responsible for reviewing field forms for correctness and completeness.
An example COC record and procedures for completing the form are included in the RI/FS FSP Section 6.1.2
and as PBW SOP No. 6 (Sample Custody, Packaging and Shipment) in Appendix A of the FSP.

3.3.1.1 Response to Failures in Field Custody Procedures

All failures associated with field custody procedures are immediately reported to the person who originally
signed the COC form, typically the Field Investigation Manager. These include such items as delays in
transfer, resulting in holding time violations; violations of sample preservation requirements; incomplete
documentation, including signatures; possible tampering of samples; broken or spilled samples, etc. The
RI/FS Manager or Ficld Investigation Manager, in consultation with the QA Manager, will determine if the
procedural violation may have compromised the validity of the resulting data. Any failures that have
reasonable potential to compromise data quality will invalidate data, and the sampling event should be
repeated. The resolution of the situation will be reported to the USOR Project Coordinator. The RI/FS

Manager is responsible for correction actions, as described in Section 4.1.2.

3.3.2 Laboratorv Custody Procedures

For the RI/FS, standard laboratory custody procedures will be implemented. These procedures are applicable
to all laboratories handling samples for this project. Samples received and logged into the laboratory will

remain in the custody of laboratory personnel until disposal.

3.3.2.1 Sample Receipt and Inspection

Upon arrival at the laboratory, samples will immediately be taken to the sample receiving area and logged
into the laboratory sample registry in which the date and time of sample receipt will be recorded. Information
on the COC form will be checked and the sample custodian will sign the form to document receipt of the
samples. The custody forms will be reviewed for completeness and the information on the form will be

checked against the bottle labels.

Sample containers will be inspected for integrity and agreement with the custody form and any issues
documented on the custody form or associated document (i.¢., a sample receipt report or similar document).
Information to be noted includes: name of person inspecting cooler, sample cooler temperature, evidence of
preservation, physical condition of sample container, and air bill number. If any sample integrity or sample
ID problems or discrepancics are found, the Field Investigation Manager or RI/FS Manager will be notified

immediately. A custody form addendum or sample receipt report may be used to document the corrective
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actions used to address any discrepancies. If an addendum is not used, corrective actions used to correct

discrepancies must be recorded directly on the custody form.

The sample custodian will also inspect sample containers for leakage. A sample container with integrity
issues may not be acceptable for analysis. Samples in plastic containers appearing to bulge or evolve gas will
be treated with caution because toxic fumes or material of an explosive nature may be present. Discrepancies
between information on sample labels and information provided on the chain-of-custody form or
broken/altered samples will be resolved with PBW and the Laboratory Project Manager before the sample is

assigned for analysis.

The completed, signed COC and sample receipt report will be emailed to the Field Investigation Manager
within 24 hours of sample receipt. A completed, signed custody form and any addenda will be sent by the

laboratory to the RI/FS Manager with the final laboratory report.
3.3.2.2  Internal Tracking and Numbering

The sample custodian or designee will have responsibility for maintaining sample receipt logbooks, assigning
a project log number to the samples, signing the COC form, reporting inconsistencies to the Laboratory
Project Manager, and distributing samples to the laboratory sections in accordance with applicable analytical
procedures. The laboratory section sample custodian is responsible for ensuring that samples are placed in
storage, for monitoring conditions in sample storage areas, and maintaining records for COC within the
laboratory. The Laboratory Project Manager or designee is responsible for initiating paperwork for report

files and analytical worksheets and logging samples into the LIMS, if applicable.

Each sample will be assigned a unique laboratory sample number at the time of log-in to facilitate tracking of
samples, extracts, and digests during analysis. The laboratory sample number will be recorded on the COC

form, and logged into the computerized LIMS, if applicable. Any accompanying paper work will be placed in
a project file until the order is completed. The laboratory project identification number will be recorded on all

containers submitted in the project shipment.

After initiating a new log-in number, the Laboratory Project Manager or designee will enter electronically or

otherwise record relevant sample information, as follows:

e Laboratory sample number;
e (Client project identification;
e Date received/date due;

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C

ED_004012_00008362-00041



Section No. 3.0
FINAL

Date: 12/23/15
Page 34 of 57

Matrix/sample identification;

Date and time of sample collection;

Storage location/container size/container type/preservative;
Analyses required; and

Problems/special instructions.

After assignment of the project identification number, samples will be labeled to identify the project number

and sample designation. The samples will then be dispersed to the appropriate sample storage area.

For samples requiring pH adjustment, the departmental custodian will log the samples into the departmental
sample registry, check and document pH on an in-lab form and ensure that appropriate pH adjustments are
made. If a sample requires pH adjustment in the laboratory, this should be noted in the laboratory report and

the sample results should be qualified to indicate that pH adjustment was conducted.

3.3.2.3  Laboratory Storage Areas

Samples and extracts will be stored in uniquely identified refrigerated storage units located in secure arecas of
the laboratory. Samples are logged into the various department storage areas prior to preparation, analysis, or
disposal. Samples to be analyzed for VOCs will be segregated from other samples. Samples will be stored
separately from standards. Sample storage temperature logs will be maintained for storage refrigerators or

freezers to assure maintenance of proper sample temperature throughout laboratory custody.

On a daily basis, the sample custodian or appropriate designee will measure and record the temperature of
cach refrigerator or freezer used for sample storage. For samples to be analyzed for organics, the acceptable
range for sample storage 1s < 6 °C. The sample custodian will notify the Laboratory Project Manager of any

refrigerator temperature problem which cannot be corrected by simple thermostat adjustment.

3.3.2.4  Laboratory Custody Transfers

Under normal circumstances, samples will be analyzed at the specific laboratory determined prior to the
initiation of the field investigation. Samples will not be transferred to another laboratory without permission
of the RI/FS Manager. When samples are transferred to another laboratory, a COC form will be initiated at
the time of shipping by the sample custodian. A completed and signed copy of the custody form will be sent
to the receiving laboratory and upon arrival at the receiving laboratory, laboratory custody procedures

described above will be followed.
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3.4 ANALYTICAL METHODS

34.1 Field Measurements

Field personnel will perform the field measurements such as screening of organic vapors in soil and
measuring groundwater properties using the standard operating procedures specified on Table 12, Specific
equipment and procedures to be used during the field screening of soil samples for organic vapors using an
OVM are presented in PBW SOP No. 3 (Field Organic Vapor Screening Methodology for Soil Samples).
Water quality parameters to be measured in the field using field equipment are described in PBW SOP No. 10
(Water Quality Sampling). Field SOPs are included in Appendix A of the FSP.

3.4.2 Laboratorv Analvses

3.4.2.1 Fate and Transport Analyses

The laboratory will analyze fate and transport parameters, groundwater classification parameters, parameters
required for adjustment of ecological benchmarks, etc. in accordance with EPA or other standard reference
methods as specified on Table 13. Minimum laboratory quality control requirements are shown on Table 17.
Internal laboratory procedures may require additional QA/QC activities. Laboratory deliverables are
specified in Section 2.6 4.1. Standard turnaround time 1s three weeks. Rush turnaround (one week) may be

requested by the RI/FS Manager as needed to meet the project objectives and schedule.
3.4.2.2 COPC Analyses

The laboratory will analyze samples of various media for metals, pesticides/herbicides, VOCs, SYOCs, and
TPH in accordance with EPA SW-846 (EPA, 1986) or TCEQ methods. Tables 2 through 11 provide the
selected analytical methodology and analyte lists along with the MQLs and PSVs for the various media to be
assessed (groundwater/surface water, soil/sediment). Laboratory MQLs should be below the PSVs for a
given analyte. If it is not possible to achieve an MQL below the screening criteria PSVs, then the standard
available method with the lowest possible MQL should be used for that analyte. Minimum laboratory quality
control requirements are shown on Tables 14 through 16. Internal laboratory procedures may require
additional QA/QC. Laboratory deliverables are specified in Section 2.6.4.2. Standard turnaround time is three
weeks. Rush turnaround (one week) may be requested by the RI/FS Manager as needed to meet the project
objectives and schedule. The analytical laboratory(ies) chosen for the RI/FS will be able to perform the

specified analyses per these requirements, including those regarding method sensitivity.
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3.4.2.3  Requirements for Sample Disposal

Unused samples, digests, and extracts will be appropriately stored by the laboratory until disposal is
authorized by the RI/FS Manager, typically 60-days after the final laboratory report is sent. Following

approval, materials will be disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.

3.4.3 Response to Analvtical Svstem Failure

In many cases, the field technician or laboratory analvst will be able to correct analytical problems. If the
problem is resolved by the field technician or laboratory analyst, he/she will document the problem on the
ficld data sheet or laboratory record and complete the analysis. If the problem is not resolvable, then it is
conveyed to the Field Investigation Manager or Laboratory QA Manager, who will make the determination
and notify the QA Manager. If the analytical system failures may compromise the sample results, the
resulting data will not be reported. The nature and disposition of the problem is reported on the data report,

which is sent to the RI/FS Manager. Corrective actions are further detailed in Section 4.1.2.

3.5 QUALITY CONTROL

35.1 Field QC Checks

3.5.1.1  Level of Field Quality Control Effort

Minimum requirements for collection of field quality control samples are provided on Table 14.
Requirements are given for samples collected for COPC analysis, while field QC samples are not proposed

for fate and transport samples.

Field precision will be assessed by collecting and analyzing ficld duplicate samples at a rate of one duplicate
per 10 investigative samples. Matrix effects on the sample analysis will be assessed through the collection

and analysis of MS/MSD at a rate of one pair per 20 investigative samples.

Sampling accuracy will be assessed by collecting and analyzing trip and equipment blanks. One equipment
rinsate blank will be collected each day that samples are collected with re-usable sample collection devices.
If different types of re-usable sample collection devices are used, an equipment rinsate blank 1s required for
cach type of device. One trip blank will be submitted for laboratory analysis each day that soil or water

samples are submitted for VOC analyses.
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3.5.1.2  Field Duplicates

Field duplicate samples will be defined as those samples collected simultancously from the same source under
identical conditions into separate but identical containers, and preserved, stored, transported and analyzed in
the same manner. Thus, to prepare a field duplicate, an aliquot will be collected from a sample source (i.e.,
soil or water), and divided equally into two separate but identical sample containers. Each field duplicate will
be identically preserved, stored, transported and analyzed. Field duplicates will be analvzed by the same
laboratory analyzing investigative samples. Precision of duplicate results is expressed as RPD, which is

calculated as follows:

[ EMBED Equation.3 |
3.5.1.3 [ JEquipment Rinsate Blanks

Equipment rinsate blanks will be collected to verify the efficacy of cleaning procedures for sampling
equipment. After use and decontamination, rinsate blanks will be collected by 1) placing organic-free/de-
ionized, or distilled water in contact with the ficld sampling apparatus (¢.g., coring device, spoon, bowl,
bailer, or pump tubing); ii) collecting the rinsate in method-specified sample containers with appropriate
preservatives; and 1ii) analyzing for the COPCs. Equipment rinsate blanks will be appropriately labeled and
documented in field records. Blanks will be stored, transported, and analyzed with associated samples. No
equipment rinsate blanks will be collected or analyzed if dedicated or disposable (one-time use) sampling

equipment is used.
3.5.1.4 Trip Blanks

The effectiveness of sample handling techniques will be evaluated by submitting preserved trip blank samples
for laboratory analysis. Trip blanks will consist of a pair of 40-mL volatile organic analysis (VOA) vials with
Teflon™ lined septa, filled in the laboratory (or organization providing the sample containers) with
laboratory-grade (organic-free/de-ionized or distilled) water. The unopened trip blanks will accompany the
VOA sample bottles to the sampling site and back to the laboratory in the same shipping cooler. Proper

labeling and documentation will be completed for trip blanks.
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3.5.2 Laboratorv QC Checks

3.5.2.1 Level of Laboratory Quality Control Effort

Minimum requirements for laboratory QC samples are provided on Tables 14 and 16. Detailed requirements
are given for samples for COPC analysis, while limited requirements are proposed for fate and transport

analyses. Internal laboratory procedures may require additional QA/QC activities.

Results from method blank samples for all constituents analyzed will be reviewed to assess potential sources
of contamination associated with laboratory procedures. Laboratory method blanks will be prepared and
analyzed at a frequency of one per sample batch (i.e., each group of samples prepared and analyzed as a

group, not to exceed 20 samples per group or every 12 hours [VOCs only]).

Results from laboratory duplicate samples will be reviewed to assess laboratory precision. Laboratory
duplicates will be analyzed at a frequency of one per sample batch (i.e., each group of samples prepared and
analyvzed as a group, not to exceed 20 samples per group). This requirement can be satisfied by the analysis

of a MS/MSD pair.

LCS results for all constituents analyzed and routinely spiked by the laboratory will be reviewed to assess
laboratory performance and accuracy. LCS will be analyzed at a frequency of one per sample batch (i.¢., cach
group of samples prepared and analvzed as a group, not to exceed 20 samples per group) or every 12 hours

(VOCs only).

Results for MS/MSD pairs will be reviewed to evaluate the effect of the sample matrix on the sample
preparation and measurement methodology. For samples analyzed for COPCs, MS/MSD sets will be
analyzed at a frequency of one per sample batch (i.¢., each group of samples prepared and analyzed as a

group, not to exceed 20 samples per group).
Accuracy for the analysis of VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides/herbicides, and TPH will be assessed by evaluating
the recoveries of surrogate compounds spiked into all samples. Additionally, internal standards will be spiked

into all samples analyzed for VOCs, SYOCs, and metals analysis (ICP/MS only). QC criteria for internal

standards are the method specified values.

US Oil Recovery Superfund Site PasTOR, BEHLING & WHEELER, L.1.C

ED_004012_00008362-00046



Section No. 3.0
FINAL

Date: 12/23/15
Page 39 of 57

3.5.2.2  Laboratory Duplicates

Laboratory duplicate analysis is performed as a measurement of precision on the analytical process.
Laboratory duplicates are independently repeated measurements of the same sample, which are performed by
the same analyst and under the same conditions. The sample is split in the laboratory and each fraction is
carried through all stages of preparation and analysis. The calculation for RPD is performed from the two
sample results as follows:

| EMBED Equation.3 |
3.5.2.3  Laboratory Control Samples and Laboratory Control Sample Duplicates

The LCS is an aliquot of a solid or aqueous certified reference material containing a known amount of each
target analyte being measured. The LCS is treated like a field sample from the beginning of the procedure
and is carried through the entire measurement process. The amount of the spike should be at a level less than
or equal to the midpoint of the calibration curve for each analyte. The percent recovery of the target analytes
in the LCS assists in determining whether the procedure is in control. It is further used to evaluate the
accuracy and bias of all or a portion of the measurement process. The LCS recovery is calculated as follows:

[ EMBED Equation.3 |

A second spike (prepared and analyzed separately) is called the LCS duplicate. This evaluates the precision
associated with the procedure and the analyst performing the procedure and is calculated as RPD as described

above.
3.5.2.4  Matrix Spikes and Matrix Spike Duplicates

MS samples are prepared by adding a known amount of each target analyte to a known amount of sample.
The MS is added at the beginning of the procedure and is carried through the entire measurement process.
The sample itself (without a MS) 1s also carried through the analytical process. Because the MS samples are
prepared and analyzed at the same time as the sample, only a reasonable estimate of the spike level can be
made. Samples collected in field arcas that are expected to have high concentrations will be identified for the
laboratory, and corresponding spike levels can be used. The amount of the spike should be at least four times

the amount in the unspiked sample.

The spike recovery measures the effects of interferences caused by the sample matrix in the analvtical
process. The MS recovery is calculated as follows:

[ EMBED Equation.3 |
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A second spike (prepared and analyzed separately) is called the MSD. This evaluates the precision associated

with the procedure and the analyst performing the procedure and is calculated as RPD as described above.

The MS/MSD is used to document the bias of a method due to sample matrix not to control the analytical

process; thus laboratory corrective action is not instituted based on MS/MSD results alone.

3.5.3 Response to Failures in Qualitv Control

Qualified data are evaluated by the RI/FS Manager, in consultation with the QA Manager. In that differences
in field duplicate sample results are used to assess the entire sampling process, including environmental
variability, the arbitrary rejection of results based on pre-determined limits is not practical. Therefore, the
professional judgment of the RI/FS Manager and QA Manager will be relied upon in evaluating results.
Rejecting sample results based on wide variability is a possibility. Field duplicate excursions will be noted.
Equipment blanks and trip blanks will be used to qualify data and may be used to invalidate the sample
results, especially in cases where high blanks may be indicative of contamination that causes a result to
exceed the standard. Corrective action will involve identification of the cause of the failure where possible.
Response actions may include re-analysis of questionable samples. In some cases, a sample location may

have to be resampled to achieve project goals. Corrective actions are further detailed in Section 4.1.2.

Laboratory measurement quality control failures are evaluated by the Laboratory Project Manager and
findings reported to the RI/FS Manager. Specific instances requiring laboratory corrective action are listed in

Section4.1.2.2.

3.6 INSTRUMENT/EQUIPMENT TESTING, INSPECTION, AND MAINTENANCE

3.6.1 Field Instrument/Equipment Testing. Inspection. and Maintenance

A list of possible field equipment to be used during the RI/FS is provided in FSP Section 5.1. Equipment will
be inspected visually and functionally prior to each day’s use by testing the equipment in accordance with the
acceptance criteria in the operator’s manual for each piece of equipment. Moving parts, seals, fasteners, and
switches will be inspected and adjusted or replaced as necessary. Cables, tapes, and attachments will be
inspected for damage or kinks. An inventory of spare parts will be available in order to complete routine
maintenance tasks as identified in the operator’s manuals. Critical spare parts such as batteries will be kept

on-site to reduce downtime. Equipment cleaning will be performed in accordance with PBW SOP No. 13
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(Equipment Decontamination), which is included in Appendix A of the FSP. The Field Investigation Manager

is responsible for ensuring proper functioning of field equipment.

When routine maintenance procedures do not correct a problem with instrumentation, backup equipment will
be used. Backup mstruments and equipment will be available on-site or within one day shipment to avoid
delays in the field schedule. Backup equipment and anv equipment returned to service after repair will be
visually and functionally inspected prior to use as described above. Corrective action will involve
identification of the cause of the failure where possible. Response actions will include re-analysis of
questionable samples. The RI/FS Manager is responsible for implementing and documenting the

effectiveness of corrective actions involving field equipment.

3.6.2 Laboratorv Instrument/Equipment Testing. Inspection. and Maintenance

The equipment testing and maintenance procedures, schedules and acceptance criteria for laboratory tools,
gauges and instruments will be documented in the laboratory QA Manuals. Testing and maintenance records
are maintained by the Laboratory QA Manager and are available for inspection. Instruments requiring daily
or in-use testing may include, but are not limited to: water baths, ovens, autoclaves, incubators, refrigerators,
and laboratory pure water. Critical spare parts for essential equipment are maintained or are available through

a preferred vendor status to prevent downtime. Maintenance records are available for inspection.

When routine maintenance procedures do not correct a problem with instrumentation, outside repair services
will be available on a next day basis. Repaired instruments and equipment will be tested and inspected prior
to return to service as described above. Corrective action will involve identification of the cause of the failure
where possible. Response actions will include re-analysis of questionable samples. The laboratory QA
Manager is responsible for implementing and documenting the effectiveness of corrective actions involving

laboratory equipment.

3.7 INSTRUMENT/EQUIPMENT CALIBRATION AND FREQUENCY

3.7.1 Field Instrument/Equipment Calibration

Calibration of field equipment will be performed in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations,
including acceptance criteria and frequencies, in the operator’s manuals. Specific details for OVMs and water
quality meters, which will be used in the RI/FS program, are given in PBW SOP No. 3 (Field Organic Vapor
Screening Methodology for Soil Samples) and in PBW SOP No. 9 (Water Quality Sampling), respectively.
These SOPs are included in Appendix A of the FSP. When possible, equipment will be calibrated by the
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equipment supplier prior to use. If calibration of equipment will be required during the RIVFS, the equipment
supplier will provide the calibration instructions and necessary standards and/or equipment. Standards and
buffers will be checked for expiration date and replaced if necessary. Successful calibration will be
conducted at least daily prior to use and documented by field personnel. Severe conditions such as high
humidity or low ambient temperatures may necessitate more frequent calibration. The Field Investigation

Manager is responsible for ensuring field equipment is properly calibrated.

Field instruments that fail two consecutive calibrations will be tagged as “nonfunctional” and returned to the
manufacturer/provider for repair or replacement. Repaired equipment will be calibrated prior to return to
service as described above. Corrective action will involve identification of the cause of the failure where
possible. Response actions will include re-analysis of questionable samples. The RI/FS Manager is

responsible for implementing and documenting corrective actions involving calibration of field equipment

3.7.2 Laboratorv Instrument/Equipment Calibration

Detailed laboratory calibration procedures, schedules and acceptance criteria are provided within the
specifications and SOPs in the laboratory QA Manuals. The Laboratory QA Manager identifies tools, gauges,
instruments, and other sampling, measuring, and testing equipment used for data collection activities affecting
quality that must be controlled and, at specified periods, must be calibrated to maintain performance within
specified limits. Calibration records are maintained and are available for inspection. Equipment requiring
periodic calibrations includes, but is not limited to, thermometers, pH meters, balances and analytical

mnstruments.

Analytical instrument calibration protocols will meet or exceed the requirements specified in the EPA, TCEQ,
or American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) reference method employed for sample analysis.
Initial instrument calibration curves will be generated, verified, and routinely monitored during instrumental
analyses, as required by specific SOPs. Samples will not be analyzed until a successful calibration is

performed.

Records of calibration, repairs, or replacement will be maintained by the designated laboratory personnel
performing quality control activities and filed at the location where the work is performed. Instruments that
fail calibration requirements may require routine maintenance or a service call. Repaired instruments will be
calibrated prior to retum to service. Corrective action will involve identification of the cause of the failure
where possible. Response actions will include re-analysis of questionable samples. The laboratory QA

Manager is responsible for implementing and documenting corrective actions involving laboratory equipment
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3.8 INSPECTION/ACCEPTANCE OF SUPPLIES AND CONSUMABLES

New batches of field supplies are inspected and tested, if appropriate, before use to ensure that they are
adequate and free of contaminants. Acceptance criteria are detailed in the manufacturer’s documentation for
the product. The Field Investigation Manager is responsible for ensuring that field supplies meet the criteria.
The laboratory QA Manuals will provide details on acceptance requirements, procurement procedures, and
responsible personnel for laboratory supplies and consumables. The procurement of purchased items and
services that directly affect the quality of environmental projects shall be planned and controlled to ensure
that the quality of the items and services is known, documented, and meets the QAPP requirements and

acceptance criteria.

3.8.1 Traceabilitv of Standards

Standards used for calibration of instrumentation used in analyzing RI/FS samples will be NIST traceable,
EPA A2LA certified, or obtained from another appropriate source. Records will be maintained to verify the
traceability of standards used and will include pertinent information such as the date, analyst, compound,
purity, dilution volume, etc., as appropriate. Additional details concerning the preparation and use of

standards are documented in the laboratory QA manuals.

3.8.2 Storage of Standards

As soon as practical after receipt, standards will be transferred to a designated storage arca in the laboratory.
Volatile standards will be stored in a freezer; and other commercially purchased stock standards are stored at
<6°C, in a freezer, or at room temperature, as appropriate. Standards will be stored separately from samples.

Certification sheets will be kept on file within each lab division and stored for future reference.

3.9 DATA MANAGEMENT

Data management provides a process for tracing the path of the data from their generation in the field or
laboratory to their final use or storage. The following elements are included in this process: recording,

reduction, transformation, transmittal, validation, analysis, and storage and retrieval.

39.1 Data Recording

Sample collection will be documented and tracked using field log forms, field logbook entries, and COC
Records. Field personnel will complete these forms, which then will be reviewed for correctness and

completeness by the Field Investigation Manager. Copies of these forms will be maintained in the project
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files. Examples of field forms and procedures for completing each are included in the SOPs in Appendix A of

the FSP.

39.2 Data Handling

Field measurements will be taken directly from direct reading instruments, such as water quality and organic
vapor meters, and will require no data reduction; therefore, data from these instruments will be recorded on

the approprate field form immediately after measurements are taken.

To convert laboratory raw data from instrument reading to reportable results, raw data will be reduced to
reportable values by instrument hardware and software or by other manual procedures described in the
applicable reference method. Reduction of laboratory measurements and laboratory reporting of analytical
parameters will be conducted in accordance with the procedures specified for each EPA, TCEQ, or ASTM
analytical method. Detailed laboratory data reduction procedures are provided within the specifications and

SOPs in the laboratory QA Manuals.

The Field Investigation Manager will be responsible for assuring that field data are entered onto the
appropriate field data forms, and will report any problems to the RI/FS Manager. Field Investigation

Managers will submit the complete field data forms to the RI/FS Manager for review and error checking.

Field Investigation Managers will also ensure that samples collected in the field are submitted to the
laboratory according to the methods outlined in this QAPP or the FSP. The laboratory will submit the
analytical results to the RI/FS Manager or Field Investigation Manager as EDDs in a spreadsheet format and

as a final data report in electronic format (i.¢., PDF).

Once reviewed by the RI/FS Manager or Field Investigation Manager for obvious transcription or reporting
errors, the final laboratory report will be transmitted and ready for validation by the QA Manager. Following
data validation, any data qualifiers added to data during the validation process will be imported into the
project database. Entry or upload of EDDs and data qualifiers into the project database will be completed by
a designee of the RI/FS Manager. The data and qualifiers will be initially verified by the individual entering
the data. Upon completion of the initial verification step, a data report will be generated and verified by the
RUFS Manager against the original data. Only final versions of electronic data will be entered into the
database. Electronic data will be verified before and after incorporation into the database against the reports

that accompany the data.
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Qualified data will be included with the data packages during all subsequent data transmittal processes. The
final data validation checklists will be included with the data in the Remedial Investigation Report. In
addition, the Remedial Investigation Report will summarize the overall completeness for the project and any

significant data qualifications.

Field forms and laboratory data will be organized and stored by sample location allowing for easv access if

needed. Data can be transferred electronically either on compact disc, tape, or as an email attachment.

393 Data Verfication and Validation

Data verification and validation is addressed in Section 5 of this document. A summary of the process is

presented on the checklists included in PBW SOP No. 16 (Data Verification and Validation) (Appendix A).

39.4 Data Analysis

Data analysis will be conducted as described in RI/FS Work Plan Section 8.5. Only validated data will be
used for data analysis. Software applications used to analyze the data will include commercially available
basic software such as Microsoft Excel® and Microsoft Access®, and more specialized commercial software
such as AQTESOLYV (for interpreting slug test data). Proprietary or non-industry standard software is not
proposed for use as part of this project. Equipment and hardware utilized for data analysis will consist of
commercially available computer equipment and software, use of proprietary or specialized equipment is not
expected to be required for data analysis. Data analysis results for each activity will be presented in the RI

Report.

395 Data Archiving and Retrieval

The RI/FS Manager is responsible for project data storage and retrieval. In general, all records and data must
be retained for a period of 10 years following commencement of construction of any remedial action which is
selected following completion of the RI/FS, per Section XIV, Paragraph 53 of the Settlement Agreement.

Specific data storage requirements are given in Section 2.6.5.
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4.0 ASSESSMENT AND OVERSIGHT

4.1 ASSESSMENTS AND RESPONSE ACTIONS

41.1 Performance and System Audits

Performance and system audits will be conducted to verify that sampling and analysis are performed in
accordance with applicable SOPs specified for ficld activities in Appendix A of the FSP and for laboratory
activities. Outcomes of assessments will be reported to the Respondent’s Project Coordinator, who will
immediately notify the RI/FS Manager if corrective action is warranted as detailed in Section 4.1.2. The

audits of field and laboratory activities include two independent components: internal and external audits.
4.1.1.1  Field Performance and System Audits

Internal audits of field activities, including sampling and field measurements, may be conducted as needed by
the RI/FS Manager or a designated alternate. Additional team members or Respondent personnel may also be
present during various phases of the audits. These audits will be conducted to evaluate performance, verify
that procedures are followed, and correct deficiencies in the execution of field procedures. An internal field
audit will be conducted around the beginning of the sample collection activities to verify that established

procedures are being followed.

External field audits may be conducted by a third party such as the EPA Remedial Project Manager or a
designated alternate. External field audits may be conducted at any time during the field operations. These
audits may be scheduled or non-scheduled, and will be performed at the discretion of the EPA Remedial

Project Manager and/or the Respondents’ Project Coordinator.

To verify compliance with established procedures and implementation of appropriate QA procedures, field
audits will involve the review and examination of the following: i) field measurement and sampling records,
i1) instrument operation and calibration records, iii) sample collection documentation, iv) sample handling and
packaging procedures, and v) COC procedures. If the first audit reveals substantive deficiencies, one or more
follow-up audits will be conducted to verify that QA procedures are maintained throughout the RI/FS. Audit
results will be reported to the RVFS Manager and/or the Respondents’ Project Coordinator within 30 days of

completion.
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4.1.1.2  Laboratory Performance and System Audits

Internal system and performance audits at the laboratory will be the responsibility of the Laboratory QA
Manager. The internal laboratory quality system audits will follow the procedures in the laboratory’s Quality

Assurance Manual.

One or more external laboratory audits may be conducted by a third party such as the EPA Remedial Project
Manager or a designated alternate. External laboratory audits may be conducted at the discretion of the EPA
Remedial Project Manager and/or the Respondents” Project Coordinator. External lab audits can include, but
not be limited to, review of laboratory analytical procedures, laboratory on-site audits, and/or submission of
performance evaluation samples to the laboratory for analysis. The contract laboratory generating definitive
data for COPCs will be accredited by the TCEQ through the NELAP program; TCEQ conducts regular audits

of the accredited laboratories.

412 Corrective Action

Corrective action will be taken to identify, recommend, approve, and implement measures to remedy
unacceptable procedures or out-of-control performances potentially affecting data quality. Corrective action
can occur during field activities, laboratory analyses, and data verification and validation. Corrective actions
may be required for non-conformance with procedures specified by the QAPP including those resulting from
malfunction of sampling or analytical equipment or for changes in sampling network or frequency. Non-
conformances include those instances of conducting activities outside the requirements of the QAPP (ie.,
missing holding times or detecting blank contamination). Analytical and equipment problems may occur
during sampling, sample handling, sample preparation, or laboratory analysis. Modifications in the sampling

network may result from inaccessible locations or from inadvertent omissions in sample collection.

Non-conformance to quality control procedures specified in the QAPP will be identified, reported, and
corrected. If the non-conformance is identified during sample collection or analysis, corrective action will be
mmplemented immediately by the field technician or laboratory analyst. I the non-conformance is identified
during an internal/external audit or third-party data validation, corrective action will be implemented after
notification of the RI/FS Manager, and/or the Laboratory Project Manager. The Respondents’ Project
Coordinator will communicate the need for corrective action and the planned remedy to the EPA Remedial

Project Manager.
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4.1.2.1 Field Corrective Action

Corrective Action for Procedural Non-Conformances

The Field Investigation Manager and field technical staff will be responsible for reporting suspected technical
or QA non-conformances, malfunctions or deficiencies to the RI/FS Manager. The RI/FS Manager will be
responsible for ensuring that any necessary corrective actions are implemented. Non-conformances
potentially affecting data quality will be brought to the attention of the Respondents and the EPA Remedial
Project Manager as soon as practical. If appropriate, the RI/FS Manager will suspend additional work
depending on the nature of the non-conforming activity until the corrective action is completed. The RUFS
Manager will ensure that corrective action for the non-conformance is completed by evaluating and
controlling additional work on non-conforming items, determining appropriate action, and communicating

with concerned persons via telephone, e-mail, or other medium.

In cases in which corrective actions of field procedures are required, a description of the nature of the
problem, an evaluation of the cause, if known, and the action taken will be prepared by the RI/FS Manager or

QA Manager and distributed to U.S. EPA.
4.1.2.2  Laboratory Corrective Action

Data packages prepared by the laboratory will include a discussion of the QC problems encountered and
corrective actions taken. Corrective actions in the laboratory may occur prior to, during or after initial
analyses. As such, the initial analyses must be performed quickly enough to allow time for reanalysis within
the required holding time. If an out-of-control event or potential out-of-control event is noted in the
laboratory, an investigation and corrective action will be taken appropriate to the analysis and the event.

Laboratory corrective action may be required if any of the following occur:

QC data are outside the warning or acceptable windows for precision and accuracy,
Laboratory blanks contain target analytes above MQLs,

Sample results are outside the instrument calibration range,

Unusual changes in detection limits are noted,

Deficiencies are detected during internal or external audits or from the results of performance
evaluation samples, or

e Inquirics concerning data quality are received.

The following specific instances require laboratory corrective action:

¢ The laboratory method blanks contain target analytes above the MQL and any associated sample
contains the analyte at a concentration less than five times that in the blank.
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The LCS recovery is less than 20% for any organic target analyte or 40% for any inorganic analyte.
The surrogate recovery is less than 10% for any single surrogate.
The MS recovery is less than 30% for any inorganic analyte.

The internal standard area for a sample is less than 20% or greater than 200% of that in the daily
midpoint standard for any single internal standard.

These numerical limits relate to requirements for internal laboratory QC corrective action (1.¢., re-analysis, re-
extraction, re-calibrating) for excursions and are not related to project QC objectives that require corrective
action (i.e., re-analysis, data flags). The laboratory corrective action shall include reanalyzing (and extracting

or digesting, as applicable) the affected samples and/or immediate notification of the project QA Manager.

The Laboratory QA Manager will be responsible for ensuring that corrective actions are taken, as appropriate,

in the following situations:

e  QOut-of-Control Criteria: An out-of-control situation will exist when a blank, calibration standard,
LCS, duplicate, MS, or MS/MSD fails to meet applicable quality control criteria. Corrective action
procedures are often handled at the bench level by the analyst who reviews the preparation for
possible errors, checks the instrument calibration, spike and calibration mixes, and instrument
sensitivity. If the problem persists or cannot be identified, the matter is referred to the laboratory
supervisor or Laboratory QA Manager for further investigation. Analyses completed during the out-
of-control situation will be repeated after the out-of-control situation has been corrected. If matrix
interference is indicated by out-of-control replicate analyses or matrix spike data, re-analysis of a
sample batch may not be warranted. After resolution, the corrective action procedure will be
documented and filed.

e Warning Criteria: Corrective measures will be implemented when one of the following two
conditions occurs: 1) quality assurance data for a blank, LCS, sample replicate, or MS exceed
warning criteria, typically two standard deviations of applicable limits or i) a trend or shift is
observed for the reference standard. Provided other criteria are within applicable limits, samples need
not be re-analyzed. If the situation occurs with the next sample batch, an out-of-control situation
exists, and steps outlined above are taken.

e  Performance Audit: 1f the laboratory fails to meet applicable requirements reviewed during a
performance of systems audit, corrective action will be taken. The Laboratory Project Manager will
notify the project QA Manager and the Respondents™ Project Coordinator in the event of a corrective
action taken in response to an audit. Applicable federal and state guidelines and requirements
regarding response to audit findings will be observed by the laboratory.

4.1.2.3  Corrective Action during Data Verification and Validation

The QA Manager will review analytical reports generated by the laboratory prior to data use and filing. Upon
receiving data verification or validation results, the RI/FS Manager will identify the need for corrective action
and notify concermned persons by telephone, e-mail, or other appropriate medium. Specified corrective action
will be developed to assure meeting required QA objectives. The RI/FS Manager and the Laboratory Project
Managers will be responsible for implementing corrective actions in the field and laboratory, respectively.

Corrective action required may include re-sampling, collecting additional samples, or re-measurement of field
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parameters. The laboratory may be required to repair or re-calibrate instrumentation, re-inject or re-analyze
samples, or provide additional raw data. A description of the nature of the problem, an evaluation of the
cause, if known, and the action taken will be prepared by the QA Manager or RI/FS Manager similar to that
described for field corrective actions in Section 4.1.2.1. Deficiencies identified during the data verification

and validation process will be included in the final project report.

4.2 REPORTS TO MANAGEMENT

42.1 Laboratory Data Report

Laboratory data reports contain the results of all sample analyses and specified QC measures as listed in
Section 2.6 4, including but not limited to equipment and trip blanks, laboratory blanks, laboratory duplicates,
LCS, calibration, and MS/MSD. This information is reviewed by the QA Manager and compared to the pre-

specified acceptance criteria to determine acceptability of the data before forwarding to the RI/FS Manager.

422 Reports to Project Management

The Field Investigation Manager will report to the RI/FS Manager daily following e¢ach field monitoring
event. As appropriate, a brief written report will be sent via e-mail to the RI/FS Manager that documents any
problems, delays, or corrective actions that may be required or that may affect the subsequent sampling

efforts. The report will also include a brief synopsis of the work conducted during the field monitoring event.

QA status reports will be provided in conjunction with the data verification report. As described in PBW SOP
16 (Data Verification and Validation), each data verification or validation report includes the checklist, a set
summary, and a table of qualified laboratory results. The set summary includes an overall description of the
data set (number of samples, tests performed, number of qualifiers applied with reason, etc.) and tracks
completeness. A data verification or validation report will be completed for each set of data after the final
data package is received from the laboratory. The QA Manager is responsible for generation of the data

verification or validation reports, which will be sent to the RI/FS Manager.
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5.0 DATA VALIDATION AND USABILITY
5.1 DATA REVIEW, VERIFICATION, AND VALIDATION

Data obtained from field and laboratory measurements will be reviewed and verified for conformance to
project requirements and the project objectives that are listed in Section 2.4. Data supported by appropriate
QC results that meet the project objectives defined for this project will be considered acceptable without
qualification. Data associated with QC results that do not meet the project objectives defined for this project
will be assigned appropriate qualifiers reflecting the potential impact on data usability. Analytical data will

be considered usable unless rejected during the review process.

5.2 VERIFICATION AND VALIDATION METHODS

52.1 Procedures Used to Venify and Review Field Data

The Field Investigation Manager is responsible for ensuring that field data are properly reviewed and verified

for integrity by reviewing field equipment calibration records and verifying proper field procedures.

The field data package, including field records and measurements acquired by the sampling team personnel,
will be reviewed by the QA Manager, as follows:
e Sampling records and COC forms will be reviewed to verify that samples, field duplicates, equipment

rinsate blanks, and trip blanks were collected at the frequency specified in the QAPP and were
properly prepared, preserved, and submitted to the laboratory.

e COC forms will be reviewed for proper completion, signatures of field personnel and the laboratory
sample custodian, and dates.

5.2.2 Laboratory Procedures Used to Verify and Review Data

The Laboratory Project Manager is responsible for ensuring that laboratory data are scientifically valid,
defensible, of acceptable precision and accuracy, and reviewed for integrity and indicates this by signing the

data package narrative.

Data production will begin with the generation of data results by the analyst and continue through a multi-
level review and validation process. Each step in the review process will be performed to assure the integrity
and validity of the data generated by the laboratories. Data will be sequentially passed on to the peer review
analyst of the staff chemist, the department supervisor, and finally the data entry personnel. The laboratory

report will be reviewed by the Laboratory Project Manager and then will be certified by the Laboratory QA
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Manager or designee. Each step in the review process will be performed to assure the integrity and validity of

the data generated by the laboratories, as follows:

QC data (e.g., laboratory duplicates, LCS, surrogates, MS, and MSD) will be compared to laboratory
acceptance criteria. Data considered to be acceptable will be entered into the laboratory computer system.
Data summaries will be sent to the Laboratory QA Manager or designee for review. If approved, data will be
logged into the project database. Unacceptable data will be appropriately qualified in the project report. Case
narratives will be prepared to include information conceming data falling outside acceptance limits, and any
other anomalous conditions encountered during sample analysis. Data will be issued after approval by the

Laboratory QA Manager.

5.2.3 Third-Party Verification and Validation

The QA Manager will be responsible for ensuring that laboratory data are properly reviewed and verified, and
submitted in the required format to the project database. The QA Manager is responsible for validating the
laboratory data and documenting the review. Finally, the RI/FS Manager, with the concurrence of the QA
Manager, is responsible for verifying that all data to be reported meet the objectives of the project and are

suitable for reporting.

An independent data verification of 100% of the data for samples collected for COPC analysis will be
conducted. Independent verification of the fate and transport analyses will not be required as these are
supporting data and will not be used for nature and extent or risk assessment purposes. Data packages will
receive a completion check to ensure that the deliverable requirements specified for the project in Section

2.6.4 have been satisfied.

To qualify data for use in the RI/FS, data verification will be performed on the quality control data associated
with a particular sample. After a sample and associated QC data have been verified each analyte will be

identified as one of the following:

Acceptable for use without restriction (no qualifier);
Qualified as an estimated value with a “J”;

Qualified as not detected but estimated with a “UJ”; and
Rejected as unusable for the intended use with an “R”.

Note that if one of the qualifiers listed above is assigned by the independent data validator, that qualifier will

replace the flag assigned by the laboratory.
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5.2.3.1  Data Verification for Metals

Metals data will be verified in accordance with the PBW SOP 16 (Data Verification and Validation, which is
based on the procedures described in National Functional Guidelines for Inorganic Superfund Data Review
(EPA, 2014a), with reference to the numerical performance criteria in this QAPP. Verification of metals data
will be performed in accordance with the procedures described in PBW SOP No. 16 and will involve a review

of the following:

Holding Times;

Initial and Continuing Calibration Verification;
Blanks;

LCS recoveries;

Laboratory Duplicate precision;

MS/MSD recoveries and precision;

Post Digestion Spike recoveries;

Field Duplicate precision; and

Overall Assessment of Data.

The specific elements of the process are presented in the data verification checklist included in PBW SOP No.

16 (Data Verification and Validation)
5.2.3.2  Data Review for Organic Compounds

VOC, SVOC, pesticide, herbicide, and TPH data will be verified in accordance with the PBW SOP No. 16
(Data Verification and Validation), which is based on the procedures described in National Functional
Guidelines for Superfund Organic Methods Data Review, (EPA, 2014b), with reference to the numerical
performance criteria in this QAPP. Verification of organic data will be performed in accordance with the

procedures described in PBW SOP No. 16 and will involve a review of the following:

Holding Times

Initial Calibration

Continuing Calibration

Blanks

LCS recoveries

Surrogate recoveries

MS/MSD recoveries and precision
Internal Standards

Field Duplicate precision

Overall Assessment of Data
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The specific elements of the data verification process are presented in the data verification checklist included

in PBW SOP No. 16 (Data Verification and Validation).
5.2.3.3  Data Validation

An independent data validation of 10% of the data for samples collected for COPC analysis will be
conducted. Independent validation of the fate and transport analyses will not be required as these are

supporting data and will not be used for nature and extent or risk assessment purposes.

Metals data will be validated in accordance with the PBW SOP 16 (Data Verification and Validation, which is
based on the procedures described in National Functional Guidelines for Inorganic Superfund Data Review
(EPA, 2014a), with reference to the numerical performance criteria in this QAPP. VOC, SVOC, pesticide,
herbicide, and TPH data will be validated in accordance with the PBW SOP No. 16 (Data Verification and
Validation), which is based on the procedures described in National Functional Guidelines for Superfund
Organic Methods Data Review, (EPA, 2014b), with reference to the numerical performance criteria in this

QAPP.

The specific elements of the data validation process are presented in the data validation checklist included in

PBW SOP No. 16 (Data Verification and Validation).

5.3 RECONCILIATION WITH USER REQUIREMENTS

The data collected pursuant to this QAPP will be evaluated to see whether it supports the project objectives.

Only data that has been verified or validated per the requirements in Section 5.2 will be used for the primary
project objectives of determining the nature and extent of contamination and human health or ecological risk
assessment. The process may result in the application of qualifier flags, which describe the degree to which

individual values provide accurate and precise results. Data use for each type of qualifier is summarized as

follows:

e Values that are assigned J flags (J, JH, or JL) are considered estimated results. Data assigned these
flags indicate that they may not be accurate or precise within the limits specified in the QAPP but that
the magnitude of the potential imprecision or inaccuracy is not great enough to reject the value for
project data uses.

e Values assigned an R flag do not meet the accuracy or precision project requirements specified to
provide quantitative data for the project data uses. The R flag indicates that serious deficiencies were
encountered preventing the generation of usable data for the project objectives.

e Values are assigned U flags when the value is less than the SDL or to indicate that a low
concentration of the analyte cannot be confirmed due to the presence of interference or the presence
of the analyte in associated blanks. UJ flags may be applied to indicate values less than the reported
limit may not be accurate or precise. Values flagged with U or UJ are fully usable and should be
considered non-detected. The reported numerical result may be used for project objectives.
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e Values without flags assigned have met all of the project data quality objectives and are suitable for
all project data uses.

Statistical evaluations may be performed on some data sets. The results of data evaluation, including

limitations of the use of the data, will be presented in the RI Report.
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